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KWAZA IN A COMPARATIVE PERSPECTIVE
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Hein van der Voort
 
Radboud Universiteit Nijmegen
Museu Paraense Emílio Goeldi
 
In view of  the previous sparsity of  data, the existing claims with regard to a genea-
logical classiﬁcation of  the Aikanã, Kanoê, and Kwaza languages of  Rondônia, on the
Brazilian side of  the Guaporé River, are premature and unconvincing. Here, I present
new data that contain some striking similarities on lexical, phonological, and gram-
matical levels. Although these data could point to a distant relationship between the
three languages, the evidence is not conclusive and it remains problematical to distin-
guish possible cognates from areal traits or from chance similarities. Therefore, these
three languages must still be considered as unclassiﬁed. Swadesh’s list of  100 basic
words in the three languages is included in an appendix.
[
 
Keywords
 
: Kwaza, Kanoê, Aikanã, Guaporé region, historical linguistics, Sprach-
bund, Amazonian languages]
 
1. Introduction.
 
Kwaza is an Amazonian language, formerly also known
as Koaiá, spoken by 25 people in the south of  the Brazilian federal state
of  Rondônia. The border between Rondônia and Bolivia is deﬁned by the
Guaporé or Iténez River, which ﬂows into the Mamoré, the Madeira, and ﬁ-
nally the Amazon River. Both the Bolivian and Brazilian headwaters of  the
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This article is based primarily on data from descriptive linguistic ﬁeldwork conducted
among the speakers of  Kwaza during the years 1995–2002. I am especially indebted to my
teacher Kyikãu Mãd
 
E
 
, who is also known as Mário. I am furthermore very grateful to the in-
habitants of  the Tubarão-Latundê, Rio Branco, and Rio Guaporé reserves for their hospitality.
The Netherlands Organization for Scientiﬁc Research (NWO) has generously ﬁnanced the entire
descriptive project of  the Kwaza language under grant # 300-72-021. I am also greatly indebted
to my teacher Nazaré and the community of  Baía das Onças, and I wish to acknowledge the sup-
port by the Netherlands Foundation for the Advancement of  Tropical Research (WOTRO) of  my
research on the Arikapu language under grant # W39-273. Comments from audiences at the XVII
International Congress of  Linguists in Prague and the Workshop Exploring the Linguistic Past:
Historical Linguistics in South America, in Leusden, both held in 2003, encouraged me to write
this article. Moreover, I want to thank Willem Adelaar, Laércio Bacelar, Mily Crevels, Gale
Goodwin Gómez, Sérgio Meira, Pieter Muysken, Eduardo Ribeiro, and Ione Vasconcelos for
their comments. Finally, this article has beneﬁted enormously from comments and corrections
by Denny Moore, Keren Rice, an anonymous reviewer, and an associate editor of  
 
IJAL
 
. Of
course, none of  these people necessarily share the views expressed here and all errors are mine.
This article is dedicated to the memory of  Maria Edite Kwaza, without whose concern the
Kwaza language would have had even fewer speakers, and her husband, Canderé Aikana
 
$
 
, who
was one of  the few remaining knowledgeable men of  traditional Aikana
 
$
 
 culture and language.
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Guaporé once formed the habitat of  many indigenous peoples speaking a
wide variety of  languages. In fact, the Guaporé region is one of  the most lin-
guistically diverse regions of  South America. Numerous language families
are represented in this region, including the Arawak, Chapakura, Nambikwara,
Pano, Tacana, Tupi, and Jabuti families, and about ten unclassiﬁed languages.
This suggests that the region is a “residual area” in the sense of  Nichols (1992)
and functioned as an area of  refuge in prehistoric times. Furthermore, in Ron-
dônia alone, there are 16 Tupi languages, belonging to six different subfam-
ilies. The time depth of  the Tupi linguistic family could be 4,000 years, and
the high concentration of  its subfamilies in Rondônia suggests that Tupi orig-
inated there (Rodrigues 1964). So this and the presence of  several smaller
families and unclassiﬁed languages indicate that the Guaporé region may also
be a very ancient center of  linguistic diversiﬁcation (see also Urban 1992).
Contact with Western civilization has led to great population losses and
the consequent loss of  traditional cultures. Even though the original linguis-
tic diversity of  the Guaporé region seems still to be largely intact, speaker
numbers are very low: half  of  the approximately 50 languages have fewer
than 50 speakers and one-third have fewer than 10 speakers. The situation
with respect to the documentation of  these languages is still rather precarious
and intensive ﬁeldwork continues to be an urgent task. Nevertheless, a mod-
est number of  descriptions have become available recently (e.g., Angenot-de
Lima 2002, Bacelar 2004, Everett and Kern 1997, Gabas 1999, Galucio
2001, Kroeker 2001, Sakel 2004, Telles 2002
 
a
 
; 2002
 
b
 
, Vasconcelos 2003,
and van der Voort 2004) and more are fortunately on their way. Crevels
(2002
 
a
 
) is an excellent overview of  the situation on the Bolivian side; for the
Brazilian side, there is only a brief  inventory (van der Voort 2003
 
b
 
).
Many questions about the genealogical status of  the languages of  the Gua-
poré region are still unanswered. In particular, a large number of  languages
have resisted attempts at classiﬁcation. In view of  the sparsity of  data on
these languages, the claims that have been made in the past about these being
either isolated languages or belonging to certain macro-families must be re-
garded as premature.
One of  these unclassiﬁed languages, Kwaza, has been the subject of  my
own ﬁeldwork since 1995 and I have compiled a considerable corpus of  an-
alyzed data. During my ﬁeldwork on Kwaza, I also had access to native
speakers of  neighboring languages and was able to collect some data (those
used in this article are listed at the end of  
 
3
 
 below). Furthermore, recent ﬁeld-
work by Carlson (in Hinton 1993) and Vasconcelos (2003) on Aikanã (un-
classiﬁed), Bacelar (2004) on Kanoê (unclassiﬁed), Telles (2002
 
a
 
; 2002
 
b
 
)
on Latundê (Northern Nambikwara), and Galucio (2001) on Mekens (Tupi-
Tupari) has provided me with more information on these neighboring lan-
guages. In this article, I discuss possible evidence for long-distance genetic
 kwaza in a comparative perspective
 
367
relationships of  Kwaza with other languages of  the region.
 
2
 
 First, however,
I introduce the sociohistorical context of  the language, present the sources,
and discuss its basic structural characteristics.
 
2. The context of  Kwaza.
 
Many of  the indigenous peoples who tra-
ditionally inhabit the south of  Rondônia belong to a speciﬁc cultural area:
the Marico culture complex. This culture area was characterized by subsis-
tence based on seminomadic swidden agriculture combined with hunting and
gathering, relatively small egalitarian societies and territorial subgroups that
could form alliances across linguistic borders. According to Maldi (1991), it
included a great number of  people speaking different languages, such as
Kepkiriwat, Makurap, Mekens, Tupari and Wayuru (Tupi-Tupari), Aruá and
Salamãi (Tupi-Mondé), Arikapu and Djeoromitxi (Jabuti), and Kanoê and
Aikanã (unclassiﬁed). Although reference is hardly ever made to the Kwaza
people in the relevant literature, it is obvious that they belonged to the same
cultural complex.
Nowadays, much of  the traditional indigenous cultures of  Southern
Rondônia has disappeared. The region was opened up for Westernization at
the beginning of  the twentieth century, with the rubber boom. Relocation,
forced labor, murder, and the spread of  exogenous diseases such as tuber-
culosis, inﬂuenza, measles, and malaria have decimated most of  the indige-
nous peoples. The building and subsequent asphalting, completed in 1984,
of  the main highway, the BR-364, has stimulated the immigration of  outsiders
from the south and the east of  the country. In the ensuing period of  uncon-
trolled deforestation, cattle ranching, and mining, the remaining indigenous
groups were forced off  the best lands and ended up on indigenous reserves.
Even there, the Indians continue to suffer physically from illegal invasions,
logging, and mining by Westerners, while Western cultural and religious
pressures are at work destroying the remaining traditional aspects of  indig-
enous life.
Again, however, the indigenous peoples have found ways to organize
themselves and are trying to resist annihilation with varying success. Dur-
ing the past decade, many groups have established indigenous organizations
and are engaged in preservation and revitalization of  their native cultures
and languages.
 
3
 
 To the north, the indigenous cultures have suffered less pres-
sure from Western civilization and have kept their original lands. Also, there
are still uncontacted groups, even in Southern Rondônia.
 
2 
 
Many languages of  the Guaporé region, especially those on the Bolivian side, are consid-
ered only superﬁcially here, since not enough well-analyzed data were available to me.
 
3 
 
Unfortunately, state efforts to promote literacy in the native languages have sometimes
been hampered by the poor quality of  the work and lack of  cooperation with linguists (see also
Gabas and Moore [forthcoming]).
 international journal of american linguistics
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With regard to the Kwaza, early sources (e.g., Dequech 1942, Rondon and
Faria 1948, and Zack 1943) indicate that they used to live on the western
headwaters of  the Pimenta Bueno River and intermarried with neighboring
groups of  Aikanã, Kanoê, and Salamãi. The Kwaza and the other groups con-
ﬁrm this and mention the existence of  native interpreters and a certain degree
of  plurilingualism. It is likely that there was also contact, although less in-
tensive, with peoples speaking Northern Nambikwara languages, such as
Latundê. Today, the remaining 25 speakers of  Kwaza no longer constitute a
uniﬁed community. There are basically two ethnically mixed families in
which the Kwaza language is spoken on a daily basis. They live to the south
of  their original habitat on the indigenous reserve Tubarão-Latundê, among
a majority of  about 150 speakers of  Aikanã and as neighbors of  the remain-
ing 19 speakers of  Latundê. There are also some elderly individuals who re-
member fragments of  Kanoê, Sabanê (Nambikwara), and Salamãi from their
childhood. Some young Rikbaktsa (Macro-Jê) people married Aikanã, as did
some Terena (Arawak) missionaries, but none of  their languages are used on
the reserve. Some speakers of  Kwaza live in the towns of  Vilhena, Pimenta
Bueno, and Chupinguaia. Another family of  mixed Aikanã and Kwaza eth-
nicity lives on the indigenous reserve Kwaza do Rio São Pedro, on traditional
Kwaza lands, but here the language is no longer used. Most Kwaza speakers
are trilingual in the sense that they also speak Aikanã and Portuguese.
 
3. The documentation and denomination of  Kwaza and its closest
neighbors.
 
The ﬁrst comprehensive description of  Kwaza is van der Voort
(2004). In addition, certain speciﬁc aspects of  the grammar are discussed in
van der Voort (1997; 2002
 
a
 
; 2002
 
b
 
; 2003
 
a
 
). The only other documentation
of  the language consists of  brief  word lists by Lévi-Strauss (1938), who re-
fers to it as the language of  the São Pedro Creek; Zack (1943), who refers
to it as Coaiá; Carlson (1984), who calls it Koaia; and Vasconcelos (n.d.),
who calls it Koaza. Comparison of  these word lists with present-day Kwaza
shows that they do represent the same language.
The earliest documented reference to the Kwaza people is found in Ron-
don (1916), who mentions that their Kepkiriwat (Tupi-Tupari) neighbors re-
fer to them as Coaiá. Ethnic names often derive from denominations used
by neighboring peoples. Even though the earlier sources mention the name
Koaiá (in various different spellings), the pronunciation of  which is con-
ﬁrmed as [kwa’ja] by elderly speakers of  Salamãi, all speakers of  Kwaza
deny it was ever pronounced this way, claiming instead that the correct pro-
nunciation is [kwa’
 
d
 
a]. It is possible that [kwa’ja] is the historically correct
pronunciation, and that [kwa’
 
d
 
a] represents an Aikanã rendering since that
is the only language of  the region in which [
 
d
 
] represents a phoneme. An-
other possibility is that the Aikanã version [kwa’
 
d
 
a] is the original one,
which was adapted to the phonology of  other languages as [kwa’ja]. At any
LONG
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rate, I always use the former version, spelled as Kwaza, since this is the only
version accepted by the people themselves as a(n) (auto)denomination.
The Kanoê (autodenomination) people are also known as Kapishana, but
this name is not known to them. The Kanoê language was documented in
word lists by Nimuendajú (1955 [from ﬁeldwork in 1928]), who calls the
speakers Kapi
 
s
 
ana, and by Zack (1943), Bontkes (1967), Moore (1988), and
others, who call them Kanoê. Becker-Donner (1955) contains comparative
word lists with Kanoê, Aikanã, and Tupi languages and brief  phonological
and grammatical sketches. Thorough linguistic research and ﬁeldwork was
initiated only in the 1990s, by Bacelar (e.g., Bacelar 1994; 1996; 2004 and
Bacelar and Pereira 1996). With only ﬁve speakers spread over three differ-
ent reserves, the language is on the verge of  extinction.
The Aikanã (autodenomination) are referred to in the literature by many
alternative names, including Kasupá, Masaká, Mondé, and Tubarão, which
are essentially person names; Corumbiara, which is a river name that refers
alternatively to the Kanoê and the Mekens people in certain sources; and
Huari, which is not recognized by the people themselves. The Aikanã lan-
guage was ﬁrst documented in word lists by Nordenskiöld (1915), Zack
(1943), Hanke (1956), Bontkes (1968
 
a
 
), Pickering (1968), and others.
Becker-Donner (1955) contains comparative word lists and phonological
and grammatical sketches. More extensive ﬁeldwork has been done by Carl-
son (1984; see also Hinton 1993) and by Vasconcelos (1996; 2003), who is
currently working on the language.
The Salamãi (autodenomination) are sometimes also referred to as San-
amãiká. Another name, Mondé, is based on the name of  a man who was at
one point the chief  of  the Salamãi. This name is also used to refer to the lin-
guistic subfamily to which their language belongs, Tupi-Mondé. The Salamãi
language was documented in word lists by Zack (1943) and Hanke (1950).
In addition to a word list, Becker-Donner (1955) contains a phonological and
grammatical sketch. This moribund language is now remembered by only
two elderly people and is being documented and studied by Denny Moore of
the Museu Goeldi in Belém, Brazil.
The following lists my main consultants and other data sources (in order
of  importance) on Guaporé languages used in this paper:
 
4
 
4 
 
The following abbreviations are used in this paper: AIK = Aikanã (unclassiﬁed); AKU =
Aku
 
›
 
tsu
 
›
 
 (Tupi-Tupari); 
 
all
 
 = allative; ARI = Arikapu (Jabuti); 
 
att
 
 = attributive; 
 
aux
 
 = auxiliary;
 
cl
 
 = classiﬁer; 
 
com
 
 = comitative; 
 
dec
 
 = declarative; DJE = Djeoromitxi (Jabuti); 
 
emp
 
 = emphatic;
 
excl
 
 = exclusive; 
 
foc
 
 = focus; 
 
intens = intensiﬁer; KAN = Kanoê (unclassiﬁed); KWA = Kwaza
(unclassiﬁed); LAT = Latundê (Nambikwara); loc = locative; MAK = Makurap (Tupi-Tupari);
MEK = Mekens (Tupi-Tupari); NAM = Nambikwara; n = noun; nom = nominalizer; p.c. = per-
sonal communication; pl = plural; POR = Portuguese; pos = possessive; ref  = referential; SAB
= Sabanê (Nambikwara); SAL = Salamãi (Tupi-Mondé); sp = species; SIR = Sirionó (Tupi-Gua-
rani); tra = transitivizer; TUP = Tupari (Tupi-Tupari); v = verb; WAY = Wayuru (Tupi-Tupari).
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language family sources
Aikanã [Unclassiﬁed] ﬁeld data provided by Raimunda, Canderé,
Paulo, Manuel, Mario, and others; Vas-
concelos (2003 and p.c.), Becker-Donner 
(1955), Carlson (1984), Hinton (1993), 
Hanke (1956)
Aku $tsu $ [Tupi-Tupari] ﬁeld data provided by Konimbatsu
Arikapu [Jabuti] ﬁeld data provided by Nazaré and Mamoa
Djeoromitxi [Jabuti] ﬁeld data provided by Nazaré, Raimundo,
André, and others; Pires (1992)
Itonama [Unclassiﬁed] Crevels (2002b and p.c.)
Kanoê [Unclassiﬁed] Bacelar (1996; 2004; and p.c.); ﬁeld data
provided by Munuzinho
Kwaza [Unclassiﬁed] ﬁeld data provided by Mario, Maria Edite,
Antonhão, Antônio, Zezinho, Edileusa,
and others; Zack (1943)
Latundê [Nambikwara] Telles (2002a; 2002b; and p.c.); ﬁeld data
provided by João Latundê
Makurap [Tupi-Tupari] ﬁeld data provided by Basílio and Nazaré
Mekens [Tupi-Tupari] Galucio (2001), Becker-Donner (1955),
Hanke et al. (1958)
Nambikwara [Nambikwara] Kroeker (2001), Lowe (1999)
Purubora [Tupi] Bontkes (1968b), Moore (p.c.)
Sabanê [Nambikwara] Araujo (2004)
Salamãi [Tupi-Mondé] Becker-Donner (1955), Zack (1943); ﬁeld
data provided by Peridalva and Maria
Sirionó [Tupi-Guarani]5 Schermair (1958)
Tupari [Tupi-Tupari] ﬁeld data provided by Konkwat and
Kaptsugu; Caspar (1975)
Wayuru [Tupi-Tupari] Moore and Galucio (1994); ﬁeld data pro-
vided by Durafogo
4. Characteristics of  Kwaza. Kwaza has eight oral and seven nasal
vowel phonemes (see table 1). The phonetic values of  /a/ and /o/ are [a] and
[O] respectively. The value of  /I/ is somewhere between IPA [´] and [I]. The
nasalized equivalents of  these vowels have similar qualities. Even though
there are minimal pairs that conﬁrm the reality of  the round central vowel
/œ/, its occurrence is very rare; it is attested in only three lexical items of
sound-symbolic origin.
5 One candidate for Tupi-Guarani inﬂuence in Southern Rondônia could be the possibly
extinct Bolivian Pauserna/Guarasugwé language. According to Nordenskiöld (1915:371), the
Pauserna referred to the Aikanã as Huari. Here, I have used the neighboring Sirionó language
to represent Tupi-Guarani.
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Table 2 inventories the 19 consonant phonemes of  Kwaza. The phonetic
value of  /tx/ is [tS]. The value of  /x/ is an extra retracted apico-(post-)alve-
olar voiceless fricative [s] (resembling [S]) and the value of  /c/ is a voiceless
extra retracted post-alveolar voiceless plosive [t] (resembling [c]). The im-
plosive /b/ and /d/ are always realized as [∫] and [Î] respectively. Even
though there are minimal pairs contrasting /ts/, /s/, and /x/, and /c/ and /tx/,
there is some free variation between /ts/ and /s/, between /s/ and /x/, and be-
tween /c/ and /tx/ in certain words, depending on the individual speaker. The
velar /k/ is often palatalized before front vowels. The glottal stop is predict-
able in morpheme-initial position but phonemic elsewhere.
Main word stress is predictable on the last syllable of  the root and is in-
dicated in examples by an apostrophe [’] that precedes the stressed syllable
in a polysyllabic word. Kwaza syllable structure is predominantly (C)V.
Complex onsets are possible, however, in which a second consonant is an
approximant /w/ or /j/. In addition, vowel-vowel sequences are allowed, in
which the second vowel is /i/, /u/, or /I/. The language has no consonant clus-
ters other than consonant-glide combinations. Kwaza does not have phone-
mic tone, stress, or length.
The basic word classes of  Kwaza are verbs, nouns, and adverbs. Kwaza
is a morphologically complex nonconﬁgurational language. Most of  the
grammar of  the language is contained in derivational and inﬂectional verbal
TABLE 1
Kwaza Vowel Phonemes
Oral Vowels Nasal Vowels
Front Central Back Front Central Back
Closed i u ı › u›
Closed-mid e I e › ı $—
Open-mid E π o [O] E› õ [O› ]
Open a [a] ã [ã]
TABLE 2
Kwaza Consonant Phonemes
Labial Lamino-alveolar Apico-alveolar Palatal Velar Glottal
Plosive p t c [t] k ?
Implosive b [∫] d [Î]
Affricate ts tx [tS]
Fricative s x [s] h
Nasal m n ñ [ˆ]
Trill/tap r
Lateral l
Approximant w j
 international journal of american linguistics
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sufﬁxes. There are only a few nominal and adverbial sufﬁxes and two de-
monstrative preﬁxes. The optional derivational sufﬁxes hold an intermediate
position between the lexical root and the obligatory inﬂectional sufﬁxes.
Where the root is extended by derivational morphemes, main word stress in-
dicates the last syllable of  the extended root, but it does not fall on inﬂec-
tional sufﬁxes (except in quotative constructions; see van der Voort 2002
 
a
 
).
I consider grammatical categories like classiﬁers, directionals, valency-
changing sufﬁxes, tense, modality, and aspect in Kwaza as derivational. The
obligatory morphosyntactic categories subject and mood are inﬂectional.
First, second, and third person are distinguished, as are ﬁrst-person inclusive
and exclusive and second-person plural. There is otherwise neither gram-
matical number nor gender in the language. In addition to the declarative and
interrogative moods, there is a set of  persuasive and prohibitive moods in
matrix clauses. Subordinate clauses may be inﬂected for conditional and
concessive. Switch reference is distinguished in co-subordinated clauses.
Nouns can be marked for animate object case or for one of  the oblique cases.
In addition to person inﬂection on the verb, corresponding pronouns may be
used for emphasis. Reduplication (see van der Voort 2003
 
a
 
) and ellipsis of
either roots or inﬂectional elements (see van der Voort 2002
 
a
 
) have impor-
tant grammatical consequences. The language is moderately polysynthetic,
but there are no complex morphophonological processes. Possessive and de-
monstrative constructions are dependent-marking and the sentence level
combines head-marking with dependent-marking (subjects marked on the
predicate and animate objects on the argument). Word order is relatively
free but, with the exception of  attributives, most constructions are head-
ﬁnal. When there are two overt arguments, SVO is the most frequent order
in the sentence. Otherwise, the orders are SV and OV. For more details on
Kwaza and the actual data, see van der Voort (2004). The basic characteris-
tics of  the neighboring languages are touched upon brieﬂy in 
 
6
 
.
 
5. The classiﬁcation of  Kwaza and its neighbors.
 
Until recently, non-
native speakers’ knowledge of  Kwaza was based only on the above-men-
tioned four short word lists from the twentieth century. A few lexical items
from these lists were used in attempts to classify the language. As a result,
Loukotka (1950:128) ﬁrst lumped it (as “unknown from the São Pedro
creek”) together with Kanoê (“Kapi
 
s
 
ana”).
 
6
 
 Later, he (1963; 1968) and Rod-
rigues (1986) classiﬁed Kwaza as an isolate language, whereas Greenberg
(1987:383) classiﬁed it as a Macro-Tucano language. However, since Kwaza
 
6 
 
Of  “Quaiá,” he writes (1950:137), “unknown language of  a small tribe on the Apidiá river,
Matto Grosso” (my translation—note that the Pimenta Bueno River is also called Apediá, which
is probably a name of  Salamãi origin, and that, before 1943, Rondônia was part of  the “West
of  Mato Grosso”).
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was otherwise completely undocumented, these classiﬁcations were never
conﬁrmed by thorough investigation.
The same is true for the neighboring unclassiﬁed languages Aikanã and
Kanoê. Greenberg (1987:383) also classiﬁed them as Macro-Tucano, whereas
Loukotka (1968) and Rodrigues (1986) classiﬁed them as isolates. Kaufman
(1990:48–49) classiﬁed Kanoê, under the name Kapishaná, as forming a 49-
century-old stock with Kunsa (an Andean language spoken in Bolivia and
Chile, also called Atakama), but no evidence has ever been put forward for
that.
 
7
 
 Price (1978:31–32) reports that he compared Sabanê (Nambikwara) to
Aikanã and Kanoê, but his conclusion that the latter two might be Nambik-
wara languages has also never been conﬁrmed.
The Jabuti languages were classiﬁed by Greenberg (1987:386) as Macro-
Jê. This possibility had already been raised in 1935 by Nimuendajú (2000:
220–21) on the basis of  12 supposed cognates. Although this classiﬁcation
is not adopted here, because its basic hypothesis was never seriously tested,
it may be valid. Swadesh’s (1959) idea to lump the Jabuti languages together
with Kanoê and Kunsa, however, is not realistic. Therefore, with regard to
the classiﬁcation of  the languages traditionally spoken in the vicinity of  the
Kwaza, only the Tupi and Nambikwara language families are reliably estab-
lished genetic units.
 
8
 
Although thorough comparative research still needs to be done, I have
come across some linguistic similarities between Kwaza and its neighbors
during my descriptive work. Kwaza appears to share quite a few formal and
structural features with Kanoê and somewhat less with Aikanã. Furthermore,
there are some similarities with Jabuti and Tupi languages and a triﬂe with
Nambikwara, Tacana, and unclassiﬁed Bolivian languages. Finally, there are
a small number of  lexical similarities with languages outside of  the Guaporé
region. Explanations for these similarities could include genetic relation-
ships, areal phenomena, direct language contact, or coincidence.
In the following sections, I present these similarities and try to understand
their signiﬁcance for the relationships that may exist between Kwaza and other
languages. Section 
 
6
 
 contains all corresponding lexical and morphological
items encountered so far; 
 
7
 
 discusses the systematic sound correspondences
that are revealed by the previous lexical comparisons; and in 
 
8
 
, I present
 
7 
 
Kaufman adopts this classiﬁcation from Swadesh (1959). The Kanoê language is listed as
number 100 in Kaufman (1990:48). Elsewhere (1990:54), he refers to Itonama by this number.
Itonama, which is otherwise number 98 in Kaufman’s list, is an unclassiﬁed language from
Bolivia. Whatever the mistake here, either a wrong number or a wrong name, no evidence has
ever been put forward that supports a reliable classiﬁcation of  either Itonama or Kanoê.
 
8 
 
For useful overviews of  the classiﬁcation of  the Tupi family, see, e.g., Campbell
(1997:199–202) and Rodrigues (1986; 1999). For Nambikwara, see Price (1978) and Telles
(2002
 
a
 
:24–28).
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evidence for structural similarities between Kwaza and several languages of
the region. Some possible explanations are discussed in the conclusion.
 
6. Lexical similarities.
 
This section contains lists of  forms from Kanoê,
Aikanã, Jabuti, and Tupi languages, in that order, compared to equivalent
forms from Kwaza. Every entry starts with an item from the language to
which Kwaza is compared. This is followed by an English translation of  that
item, then the Kwaza equivalent, and ﬁnally an English translation of  the
Kwaza item when its meaning differs from the neighboring language (other-
wise, there is a dash). When applicable, the longer lists are divided into
subsections indicating whether an item matches items from Swadesh’s lexi-
costatistical basic 100 word list (the complete list is given in Appendix A),
whether it belongs to wider vocabulary, whether it is a probable borrowing,
whether it is a grammatical element, or whether it is probably sound sym-
bolic in origin, respectively, This makes it easier to evaluate its importance
as evidence for possible genetic relationships: onomatopoeia being less im-
portant than basic vocabulary (e.g., Hock 1991:558, Kaufman 1990:24, and
Campbell 1998:321), for example, and likely borrowings obviously not be-
ing suited at all for this purpose. Section 
 
6.5
 
 is devoted entirely to borrow-
ings shared by more than two languages.
Note that the term “basic vocabulary” refers to items from Swadesh’s
basic 100 word list. By “wider vocabulary,” I mean all other lexical items,
although borrowings and sound symbolic forms are listed separately. Note
also that the lists contain only the items that show a combination of  formal
and semantic similarities, and not items that are different in these respects.
Note too that bound grammatical elements may occur in the basic vocabu-
lary sections if  justiﬁed by their semantic content. Note ﬁnally that I do not
necessarily regard the similar forms in the lists below as cognates. They
are 
 
potential
 
 cognates at best. I am aware that some of  the corresponding
forms are less convincing as cognates than others. I have listed those pairs
of  forms that I perceive as relatively highly similar ﬁrst, whereas the less
similar forms occur toward the end of  a list.
The data from Kwaza and other languages of  the region cited below are
mostly in the International Phonetic Alphabet, with some exceptions. The
symbols <
 
a
 
>, <
 
o
 
>, and <
 
n
 
$
 
>
 
 represent IPA [a], [
 
O
 
], and [
 
ˆ
 
] respectively. Where
possible, items from published sources are adapted to these conventions, ex-
cept for certain symbols in, e.g., Becker-Donner (1955), where <
 
o
 
2
 
>
 
 is IPA [o]
and grave and acute accent marks indicate tone. The status of  the transcrip-
tion of  the Kwaza, Kanoê, Aikanã, Mekens, and Jabuti data is phonemic, un-
less otherwise indicated. The transcription of  data from other languages is
phonetic (in certain written sources, such as Nordenskiöld 1915, the status
is unspeciﬁed).
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I analyze all complex forms morphologically upon their ﬁrst occurrence
and indicate morpheme boundaries with a hyphen. The key to abbreviations
used in glosses appears in n. 4. Long forms that contain lexicalized or un-
productive segments are not considered as complex, though they may be
provided with an etymological analysis when necessary.
 
6.1. Kanoê.
 
According to Bacelar (2004), the phonological system of
Kanoê comprises seven oral vowels /i, 
 
I
 
, u, e, æ, o, a/ and seven nasal vowels
/ ı
 
$
 
, ı
 
$—
 
, u
 
$
 
, e
 
$
 
, æ
 
$
 
, õ, ã /. The most widespread allophone of  /e/ is [
 
E
 
]. The consonant
system includes 11 phonemes /p, t, k ts, m, n, r, ñ, v, w, j/. The glides [j] and
[w] are always considered as consonantal phonemes. Phonemic status is not
assigned to the glottal stop since it occurs in predictable environments only,
with the exception of  certain sound-symbolic forms. Main word stress is
predictable on the last syllable. Kanoê is a highly complex language mor-
phologically, with many classifying morphemes and a number of  valency-
changing morphemes. It also has an intricate system of  declinations for
verbal person marking, which involves preﬁxes, inﬁxes, and sufﬁxes. In that
respect it resembles Aikanã, whereas Kwaza has a much simpler person-
marking system. Kanoê is a nonconﬁgurational language with the same
marking characteristics and basic order as Kwaza, except at the sentence
level where the predominant word order is SOV.
 
6.1.1. Basic vocabulary.
 
With a few exceptions, such as ‘stone’, ‘liver’,
‘seed’, the items in the following list do not show a high degree of similarity.
This is what one would expect when the temporal distance between the lan-
guages is so great.
 
Kanoê English Kwaza
 
a’ki
 
stone
 
ha’ki
 
(
 
-
 
Î
 
wa
 
)
 
9
 
—
 
i-’ri
 
liver
 
10
 
e-’ri
 
—
 
-ko
 
seed (hard fruit)
 
11
 
-ko
 
—(
 
cl
 
)
 
-t
 
œ
 
round
 
-t
 
E
 
—(
 
cl
 
)
 
-tsi
 
big
 
tSi-
 
—(
 
v
 
)
 
9 
 
The KWA element -
 
Î
 
wa
 
 ‘stone’ is a classiﬁer which is attached to the noun by the
younger generation. In Lévi-Strauss (1938) and Zack (1943), this classiﬁer is absent. See also
n. 31 below.
 
10 
 
The frequently occurring KAN element 
 
i-
 
 and the KWA element 
 
e-
 
 represent a semantically
empty formative root that lends independent nominal status to a bound classiﬁer. This element
is discussed in 
 
8.2
 
.
 
11 
 
In a strict sense, ‘tiny plant seed’ in KAN is 
 
te’kwa
 
 and in KWA 
 
e-’sı
 
$
 
. However, both
languages use the classiﬁer 
 
-ko
 
 for the kind of  small, hard, nutlike seeds on most types of
Amazonian palm trees. Furthermore, KWA 
 
-to
 
 refers to modestly sized round objects in
general.
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i-ku’ta
 
, 
 
kuta
 
head
 
tsu’t
 
I
 
, 
 
-kut
 
I
 
—(
 
n, cl
 
)
 
12
 
i-’kı
 
$—j
 
eye
 
e-’tu
 
$
 
i
 
 (
 
e-’kãi
 
) —(mouth, face)
 
i-te’kwa
 
belly
 
e-’t
 
E
 
—
 
i-ko’tso
 
hand
 
tso’je
 
, 
 
-koje
 
—(
 
n, cl
 
)
 
i-tso’tsi
 
foot
 
13
 
to’ha, -toha —(n, cl)
jI hair e-’sIi —
te $’kI louse sI’tIi —
vœ- rain awe- —(v)
i-’ñãj egg e-’ni —
œ’wo14 husband e-’swa —
uru- new arwa- —(v)
i-’nı $ ﬁre, ﬁrewood15 hi —
i-nı $-ti’nu $ ash16 hinu $’nã —
tetej- walk tutu- walk, tread (v)
6.1.1.1. Less probable cognates in basic vocabulary. The following
items from the basic vocabulary are excluded from the ﬁgures used to esti-
mate possible time depth (in 6.6). These items are partially similar in form,
but this may be due to chance rather than to anything else. Furthermore,
comparativists have cautioned against contrasting relatively short forms
because of  the greater possibility of  chance resemblances (Hock 1991:558
and Campbell 1998:322). However, had I excluded all simple forms from
the basic vocabulary, not much would be left for lexical comparison. There-
fore, I excluded only those that seem to occur also in other languages of  the
region.
12 Both in Kanoê and in Kwaza, the classiﬁer for ‘head’ is used also for big round objects.
Note that there are similar forms in several unrelated and geographically distant Amazonian
languages, such as Awakê (Isolate) kakoati (Rodrigues 1986:97), Harakmbut (also Amarakaeri)
-kI (Hart 1963 and Adelaar 2000), and Katukina -ki- (Adelaar 2000); Máku (Isolate) kete (Rod-
rigues 1986:97); Trumai (Isolate) kuta (Guirardello 1999). This is probably coincidence (note,
e.g., Dutch kop ‘head’).
13 It is unclear whether the unidentiﬁable element -tso-, which occurs in both the form for
‘hand’ and ‘foot’ in Kanoê, corresponds to either the unidentiﬁable element tso- or to- in the
Kwaza forms. Note also the respective Kwaza classiﬁers and the correspondence between velar
and alveolar plosives, both across and within the languages, as observed in 7.1. It is difﬁcult to
disentangle the ways these items could be related.
14 The ﬁrst syllable of  the Kanoê form may represent a fossilization of  the empty root men-
tioned in n. 10 above.
15 Both languages have the same semantic extension of  ‘ﬁre’ to ‘ﬁrewood’.
16 In both forms, the element -nu›- occurs, which probably represents a classiﬁer for ‘powder’.
In the Kwaza form, it is fossilized with the word hi ‘ﬁre’ and an unidentiﬁed element -nã. In
Kanoê, it is part of  the classiﬁer -tinu ‘porridge, powder’ combined with the empty root and the
element -nı $ ‘ﬁre’ (Bacelar 2004:112).
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Kanoê English Kwaza
ka bite kahE- —17 (v)
kI- burn (of  a person) ke- burn18 (v)
i-’taw tongue tu’ku —
ñu $’tSi sand tsu $ru $ru $’nı $ —
woro- black ho’ho- —(v)
kwi’kaj sun ko’sa —
kwinı $ ﬁsh mani’ni —
6.1.2. Wider vocabulary. Unlike the basic vocabulary, a number of
items in the wider vocabulary show considerable similarity in form. The
ones that are probably borrowings are listed in 6.1.2.1 below.
Kanoê English Kwaza
tIrI- tie tIrI- untie (v)
dwa- break Îw∑ $- —(v)
ko’ro nephew ko’re —
tIj’ko chigger, ﬂea sIi’to chigger (sand ﬂea)
i-’kaw shinbone e-’kai leg
kwa’re shell Îe’re —
a’tso village ha’so hive
ae’re ax a’le —
nã’ke female jã’kI sister
eh tobacco ui —
i’rI capuchin monkey hI’ri —
Iro woolly monkey hIri-ko’ro (lit. ‘monkey-arm’)
tsõjtsõj small colibri te $’su hummingbird
to’kI papaya taI —
tSi’I tucandeira ant tsi’le ant (various species)
nu $’ti grandchild kore?anı $—’tE —
mu $ko’ko pupunha palm haku’ku —
kore’nu $ tayra hu’re —
u’rœ wild pig Îutu’re —
kwinike’te traíra ﬁsh sunu $’tE —
6.1.2.1. Wider vocabulary that probably represents borrowing. Cer-
tain items from the wider vocabulary are almost identical. Their similarity is
17 Aikanã has a similar form; in Cavineña (Tacana) it is karu- (Guillaume 2004:137); in Moré
(Chapakura) the form kawwa ‘eat’ is similar (Angenot-de-Lima 2002:498); and note also, e.g.,
Dutch kauwen ‘chew’.
18 Arikapu and Sirionó have similar forms, and note also Portuguese queimar ‘burn’, quente
‘hot’.
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probably too close to be attributable to genetic relatedness between lan-
guages otherwise as different as Kanoê and Kwaza. If  there were a long-
distance genetic relationship between these languages, one would expect the
cognates to look quite different (apart from certain sound correspondences,
of  course; see 7.1). After all, it is hard to imagine that cognate forms in sepa-
rate languages would remain identical, or develop identically, for thousands
of  years. Therefore, it is unlikely that the forms listed below represent cog-
nates. Rather, they must be the result of  language contact and thus represent
borrowings. The fact that the majority of  these highly similar forms refer
to utensils and domesticated plants and animals seems to conﬁrm this. One
would assume that, when newcomers enter the territory of  another group, the
names of  plants and animals that were unknown to the newcomers are bor-
rowed from the native group.19 An alternative explanation for the likely bor-
rowings could lie in trade relations, since the elderly people say that in
traditional times, trade took place between the different groups.
Kanoê English Kwaza
pura cicada pu’ra moth
tœ’rœj pacu ﬁsh te’rei —
ta’ra annatto to’ro —
a’va parrot a’wI —
tsãkãw’nu $ stingray20 tsaka’ru $ —
mı $’to pariri tree/fruit mı $’Îo —
o’mu $ rubber milk/latex hu’mu $ —
tœ’mu $ duck Îa’mu $ —
tõ’kI caterpillar Îa’kIi —
tome’ro wooden ladle Îuma’ru —
da’tSi rubber ball ÎoÎotSi-’tE (lit., ‘rubber-round’)
6.1.3. Grammatical elements. The close formal and functional simi-
larity of  certain grammatical elements points to borrowing or areal diffusion.
The elements listed here are discussed in 8 below.
Kanoê English Kwaza
-mu $ liquid -mu $ —(cl)
i- (empty root) e- —
-ja- hither, downward -ja- thither
-kete- emp -tete- intens
19 Kaufman (1990:18) actually proposes that names of  local ﬂora, fauna, tools, and social
categories should not be considered as reliable data for comparative work.
20 There may be a relationship with MEK tSarãw, as in Hanke et al. (1958:216).
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-to- tra -ta- —
-nı $ loc -na —
-tinu $ powder21 -nu $ —(cl)
-te (pronominal pl) -tsE —
6.1.4. Words containing sound symbolism.
Kanoê English Kwaza
ãvã’kã heron species ãwã’ka —
tsI’tsI-hõ’he $ kazoo ﬂute22 kai-hu $’hE $ —
tSõj’ra- kiss tsjõ- —(v)
ew?ew- vomit Eu- belch
vovo’tSi owl species woukI’ÎI —
akiki- scream sIsI- —(v)
6.2. Aikanã. According to Vasconcelos (2003), the phonological system
of  Aikanã comprises six oral vowels /i, ø, u, E, o, a/ and four nasal vowels
/ı $, u $, e $, ã/. The consonant system includes 16 phonemes /p, b, t, d, k, ?, h, d,
s, tS, m, n, r, ñ, w, j/. Note that Vasconcelos analyzes [y] and [ø] (she writes
<ü> and <ö>, respectively) as allophones of  /ø/; however, I have preserved
the phonetic distinction in my own data. Also, her analyses of  [´] and [I] as
allophones of  /a/ and [õ] as an allophone of  /u $/ are not implemented here.
Furthermore, she analyzes [J] as an allophone of  /j/ before /i/ and /ø/, and [z]
as an allophone of  /d/. The preferred allophones of  /b/ and /d/ could be im-
plosive, and I have indicated some clear instances here.23 The glottal stop is
phonemic in word-internal positions. Main word stress occurs most often on
the penultimate or antepenultimate syllable, but there are minimal pairs
for stress, e.g., hi’nE ‘ﬁre’ vs. ’hinE ‘resin, wax’. Aikanã is a morphologically
very complex language. Like Kanoê and Kwaza, it has many classifying and
valency-changing morphemes. Its system of  different declinations for verbal
person marking, which involves different types of  afﬁxes, is as complicated
as that of  Kanoê, unlike Kwaza. Also, Aikanã is a nonconﬁgurational lan-
guage with the same marking characteristics and basic order as Kwaza,
21 Note that the classiﬁer -ti’nu› also signiﬁes ‘porridge’ when it concerns edible substances
(Bacelar 2004:112), a meaning which is shared with certain combinations in Kwaza, such as
atSitSi-’nu› ‘maize porridge’.
22 This cracked bamboo tube is a sacred musical instrument, through which men representing
the spirits of  old would sing with distorted voices, accompanied by bamboo ﬂutes. In the Kanoê,
Kwaza, and Aikanã forms, the ﬁrst element means ‘grandfather’ and the second element is
considered as sound-symbolic by speakers, hence, literally ‘grandfather-kazoo’.
23 Vasconcelos (2003) analyzes them as preglottalized. The frequent occurrence of  preglot-
talized allophones of  other consonants, such as /tS, n, n› , j, w/, supports her analysis.
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except at the sentence level, where the predominating word order is SOV, as
in Kanoê.
6.2.1. Basic vocabulary. The same observation made about Kanoê in
6.1.1 above can be made here: the items in the following list are not highly
similar, which is to be expected if the time divergence were great.
Aikanã English Kwaza
i:’ri liver24 e-’ri —
ka-rE’mu $ knee25 e-ro’mu $ upper and lower thigh
su $ swim tsu $- —(v)
zu bone tsu —
hi’nE ﬁre hi —
ha’nE water hã —
mu $j tooth -mãi —(cl)
ha’Ji stone ha’ki(-Îwa) —
ji, Ji hair e-’sIi —
kIj louse sI’tIi —
-dãw round -tE —(cl)
kIj’ÎE horn e-’ke horn, cob
hı $?nu $’?nu $ sand tsu $ru $ru $’nı $ —
’du $pa’pa ash26 hinu›’nã —
awã- sleep wãwı $—i- —(v)
dEtja woman e-’taI —
ka-ta’pa belly e-’tE —
kja’wIj cold awI- —(v)
The verb kaw- ‘bite’, Kwaza kahE-, is excluded on the grounds mentioned in
6.1.1.1 and in n. 17.
6.2.2. Wider vocabulary. The forms in the wider vocabulary show more
similarity than those in the basic vocabulary. One possible explanation is
that they are cognate; another is that they represent old borrowings.
Aikanã English Kwaza
wIi-, wi- cut wi- —(v)
durErE- roll ÎurIrI- —(v)
ary’mE tapir ã’ru $i —
24 Aikanã lacks an empty root, as in Kanoê and Kwaza, but it may be fossilized in the Aikanã
form here.
25 The AIK element ka- represents a body-part preﬁx.
26 The AIK syllable du›- sounds quite like [nu›] and may therefore be somehow related to the
classiﬁer -nu› ‘powder’. In the corresponding Kwaza item, this classiﬁer is lexicalized together
with hi ‘ﬁre’ and -nã, which is an unidentiﬁable element (see also n. 16).
kwaza in a comparative perspective 381
ha’zu hive ha’so —
’waru wheel wIruni’te mill, pestle
wE’ry ﬁeld e-’ri27 —
nEnu $ feces ñu $ —
aky’nu $i chigger (micuim) kiki’ñu $ —
a’ra cacau ere’to —
tSE$tSE$pE’rjyo moth pura —
biryrwı $ bird species ∫juru’tE —
pi’ratSy’ri Pseudomyrna so’ro —
tSi’rutE japoeira bird tsı $’lo —
tSiki’ti vagina i’tSi —
hadidi mushroom ha’he —
ha’ni bamboo hã’sIi —
kwE- swallow kui’h∑ !- —(v)
?mã?mã’?ı $ chicha beer28 mı $u —
’(h)ãdy porcupine asu —
ka-dø’ka leg e-’kai —
6.2.2.1. Wider vocabulary that probably represents borrowing. The
following forms are too similar to regard them as possible cognates in a
long-distance genetic relationship. They are probably borrowings. Like the
items in 6.1.2.1, they all involve plant, animal, or utensil names.
Aikanã English Kwaza
ma’ru deer mã’ru donkey, horse29
ka’susu hare katsu’tsu —
hadø’rø coati haÎu’ru —
ta’ra annatto to’ro —
’tErE pacu ﬁsh te’rei —
a’wa parrot a’wI —
davi’vi kingﬁsher Îuwiwi’su —
ha’rø armadillo haru’rai —
(h)iri’ri tamandua sirisi’ri —
27 The Kwaza form, which contains the empty root discussed in 8.2 and the classiﬁer -ri ‘ﬂat’,
is homophonous to the word for ‘liver’. It should be analyzed as ‘W-ﬂat’, unlike the Aikanã word.
28 Note also the SAL form ma-’?i ‘possessable-chicha’. The KAN word is tSe’ro, which
resembles ARI tSuE’rI, MEK tIero, and WAY tyE’ru.
29 This is possibly a loanword from Aikanã, where the meaning of  ma’ru ‘deer’ was extended
to exogenous species like ‘cow, horse, donkey, mule’, whereas in Kwaza the item refers exclu-
sively to these exogenous species. In KWA, a’?u› is ‘deer’. KWA ã’ru›i ‘tapir’ can also be used
for ‘cow, horse, mule’ as well, whereas AIK ary’mE only refers to ‘tapir’. Note also Itonama
(unclassiﬁed) ku’mare ‘deer’ (M. Crevels, p.c.).
international journal of american linguistics382
kuja’∫u bird species30 kuja’?u —
wawa ﬁle (haki’)-Îwa31 stone (cl)
6.2.3. Grammatical elements. The close formal and functional simi-
larity of  certain grammatical elements points to borrowing or areal diffusion.
Most of  the elements listed here are discussed in 8 below.
Aikanã English Kwaza
-mu $ liquid -mu $ —(cl)
-nu $ porridge, powder -nu $ —(cl)
-EtE- all/com -ete- com
-zu bone -su —(cl)
-nE loc -na —
ka-?dita’ka wing (-)ta’ke32 —(cl)
-tE (pronominal pl) -tsE —
-za- tra -ta- —
6.2.4. Words containing sound symbolism. For a number of  items in
the following list, it is difﬁcult to tell whether they are sound symbolic or
whether they represent more animal and plant name borrowings.
Aikanã English Kwaza
oho- cough oho- —(v)
ku:’ku cicada ku’ku —
hãwãkã’?ı $ heron ãwã’ka —
kaw’kaw carrion ka’kau —
kuturE’?u: cock-a-doodle-doo kuturu’?u: —
jãw’?ı $ cat jãu —
tSitSi’pu locust tSitSi’lu —
ã bee species wã —
hyrydy’dy trupeiro bird hyy’ryp chant of  trupeiro
atuwE-’hE?ı $ kazoo ﬂute kai-hu $’hE $ —(see n. 22)
30 The Portuguese name for this bird species (Nyctidromus albicollis), which again originates
from Nheengatu, is somewhat similar: curiangu.
31 See also n. 9. Nordenskiöld (1915:372) mentions huahuá and Zack (1943) uá-uá for
‘stone’ in AIK, but the actual referent of  wa’wa is the type of  stone out of  which stone ﬁles
and stone axes used to be made, in KWA kasa’ri. In traditional times, the stone used in the
region for axes was obtained by trade with the Nambiquara and paid for with arrow cane
(D. Moore, p.c.).
32 The independent KWA noun take ‘wing’ can also be used as a bound classiﬁer.
SHORT
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dara’kwa saracura bird Îãrã’ku —
hahojapa’?i yawn hahaI- —(v)
kã’kãi, pã’jı $j toucan mãrãkã’kã —
Îuri’Îua bird species tSuÎurika’wa —
?nE?nEri’pE parakeet tSupe $’pe $ —
pupu’rE owl species ∫u∫u∫uÎI- (owl is) calling (v)
tSyry’tSyruwa tinamou bird sirisiri-?e’kai (lit., ‘sirisiri-legs’)
wo’wı $j owl species woukI’ÎI —
6.3. Jabuti languages. According to a preliminary analysis (van der
Voort 2002c), the phonological system of  Arikapu, one of  the two Jabuti lan-
guages, comprises seven oral vowels /i, I, u E, ´, o, a/ and six nasal vowels
/ı $, u $, E$, ´$, õ, ã/. There might be an eighth oral vowel phoneme /e/. The con-
sonant system includes 13 phonemes /p, b, t, d, k, ?, h, tS, m, n, r, w, j/. There
are some marked differences from the phonology of  Djeoromitxi, the other
Jabuti language, which has a central rounded vowel /ø/ and a set of  heteror-
ganic affricate consonants /tS/, /dJ/, /ps/, and /bz/. The Jabuti languages are
relatively isolating languages. There are some preﬁxes and sufﬁxes for per-
son marking that seem to be partially distributed according to an ergative
pattern. Basic word orders are SOV and OVS.
Many of  the formal similarities between Kwaza and Jabuti are not very
close, but those that do show a high degree of  similarity are mainly animal
names. The similar grammatical items are all the more striking since the
Jabuti languages have no obvious classiﬁer system. Probable borrowings are
given in 6.5 below.
6.3.1. Basic vocabulary.
Arikapu English Kwaza
k´’r´j walk kerai- walk, leave, go (v)
-tSitSi big tSi- —(v)
t´’jo; ’tao chigger; louse sI’tIi louse
t´$j’wE $ one tei’hı $— —
minu $ ﬁsh mani’ni —
Djeoromitxi
minõ ﬁsh mani’ni —
tSuni little tSu $’hu $i —
kwãka head -kutI —(cl)
The Arikapu form kh´ ‘hot’, which is similar to the Kwaza verb ke- ‘burn’,
was excluded for reasons explained in 6.1.1.1 and n. 18.
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6.3.2. Wider vocabulary.
Arikapu English Kwaza
bi’r´ monkey hI’ri —
ti’ti tucandeira ant tsi’le ant (various species)
Djeoromitxi
ø’ri howler monkey hI’ri monkey
d´d´tSi hard, swollen ÎoÎotSi-’tE lit., rubber-ball
tSihi’hi tucandeira ant tsi’le ant (various species)
6.3.3. Grammatical elements.
Arikapu English Kwaza
-nı $ needle, thorn -nı $ —(cl)
nu $ porridge, ﬂour -nu $ powder (cl)
-mrE $ porridge -mE $ —(cl)
Djeoromitxi
mã porridge -mE $ —(cl)
6.3.4. Sound symbolic words.
Arikapu English Kwaza
ı $ sniff ı $- —(v)
kujku’ju bird species kuikui’jo screaming piha
tSuwE’wE toucan sowI’wI —
ku’taj, koko’r´ cicada ku’ku —
pu’pu owl ∫u∫u∫uÎI- (owl is) calling (v)
u’rI trupeiro bird iri’wa —
kh´’kh´ scream sIsI- —(v)
Djeoromitxi
popo owl ∫u∫u∫uÎI- (owl is) calling (v)
ku’tSi, krukru cicada ku’ku —
6.4. Tupi languages. The closest Tupi-speaking neighbors to Kwaza
were probably Salamãi (Tupi-Mondé),33 Kepkiriwat, and Mekens (Tupi-
Tupari). Galucio (2001:22) presents the phonological system of  Mekens
33 Salamãi and Latundê (Northern Nambikwara) are probably the only tonal languages that
were spoken in the vicinity of  the Kwaza, as far as I know.
SHORT
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which has a series of  ﬁve short oral vowels /i, I, e, o, a/ and an equivalent
series of  long oral, short nasal, and long nasal vowel phonemes. The con-
sonant system includes 15 phonemes /p, t, k, kw, ?, b, g, s, r, m, n, N, Nw,
w, j/. Like the other Tupi languages, Mekens is syntactically rather than mor-
phologically complex, although it has both preﬁxes and sufﬁxes. The pre-
ﬁxed person markers are characterized by an ergative distributional pattern.
Basic word order is SOV.
No systematic comparison of  Kwaza and Tupi was done for this study. The
few distant formal similarities that were found between Kwaza and Tupi
could be accidental and are probably not useful for an evaluation of  possible
genetic connections. Other similarities are so close that they must represent
borrowings. Likely borrowings are given in 6.5. Apart from these, only a few
items of  the basic vocabulary from various Tupi languages show some simi-
larity with Kwaza, e.g., AKU gwa’?i, KWA ha’ki(-Îwa) ‘stone’; MEK tak
‘daughter’, KWA -’taI ‘woman (cl)’; SAL e › ⁄di ‘mother’, KWA hi’Îi ‘sister’
(for reasons explained in 6.1.1.1, the similar forms SIR ekej and KWA ke-
‘burn’ should not be included). In the wider vocabulary, only a few similar
forms were encountered, such as SIR dio( j), KWA jo ‘manioc’; MEK
ewape, KWA kawa’pE ‘cockroach’; MEK tabIt, KWA to’wI ‘garden plot’;
TUP te’ju, KWA tai ‘lizard’; TUP ’wahku, KWA hako’ro ‘guan’. In addition
to the grammatical intensiﬁer discussed in 8.7, note also SIR dutjua ‘village’,
KWA -ri’twa- ‘inhabited place (cl), and these sound-symbolic forms: MEK
kwerew, KWA ∫E’rE ‘thunder’; MEK popoba ‘owl’, KWA ∫u∫u∫uÎI- ‘(owl
is) calling’.
6.5. Widespread loanwords. Where similar forms in different languages
are not cognates, they must be the result of  borrowing or of  coincidence. For
the lists given above, it is sometimes hard to establish whether certain entries
represent loanwords. There are, however, in addition to these lists, a number
of  forms in Kwaza that most likely do represent loanwords. This is because
these forms are highly similar to more than one language in the Guaporé re-
gion. Some of  these must have been borrowed together with the concept that
they represent. It can nevertheless be difﬁcult to determine which of  the lan-
guages is the source and which is the target of  a probable loanword. In the
following Kwaza words, matchings occur in a wide range of  unrelated lan-
guages of  Rondônia with which there may have been (indirect) contact for
many centuries. Note that this list does not include forms that represent
likely borrowings between Kwaza and Kanoê or Aikanã only.
apa’ra ‘banana’: AIK dipa’ra; AKU a’para; MEK apara; TUP a’para.
Origin unknown, but note also Itonama (unclassiﬁed) upatSa (M. Crevels,
p.c.) and Tiriyo (Carib) paaruru or aparuru (S. Meira, p.c.).
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akwa’mã ‘yam’: MEK akwa; WAY agwapo:d ‘big yam’.
aratsa’∫i ‘jacamim bird’: AKU aratapí; KAN arata’pI; MEK aratawI. Pos-
sibly of  Tupi origin.
arikwã’ju $ one of  the two mythological creators: MEK arikwajõ ‘the Creator’
(Galucio 2001:5); TUP arkoanyó, one of  the primordial magicians (Cas-
par 1975:189–94).
a’sI ‘house’: LAT sih; Paresi (Arawak) atí (Roquette-Pinto 1950:340);
Urupa (Chapakura) aSa (Rondon and Faria 1948:205). This similarity
may be a coincidence.
atSi’tSi ‘maize’: AKU ati’ti; ARI tSi’tSi; DJE tSi’tSi; KAN ati’ti; MAK ’atiti;
MEK atsitsi; TUP a’títi:; WAY ati’ti:. Even though Nordenskiöld
(1915:372) lists atití (and mupóy) for AIK, present-day speakers deny this
and use instead a different form: ha’ki. Note, however, Itonama (unclas-
siﬁed) atSI (M. Crevels, p.c.). In Porubora (Tupi) it is Sia (D. Moore, p.c.).
Maize was probably introduced in Amazonia about 5,000 years ago.
Îe’Îa ‘anaconda’: LAT teh’tah-; WAY ndat ‘snake’.
haku’ri ‘moon’: ARI and DJE ku’pa; Leko (unclassiﬁed) kureja (S. van de
Kerke, p.c.); MAK u’ri; MEK pakuri; WAY paku’ri.
kuraku’ra ‘chicken’: AIK kura’ru; AKU kura’kura; KAN ku(ra)ku’ra,
kuraku’ra; MEK korakora; TUP kura’kura. According to Crevels (p.c.),
similar forms are also encountered in many languages on the Bolivian
side of  the Guaporé, e.g., Itonama (unclassiﬁed) kura’ka (Crevels 2002b).
This is probably a sound-symbolic word that was introduced recently
together with the domestic animal it refers to. Note also Tiriyo (Carib)
kurairu (S. Meira, p.c.).
kutI’su ‘cujubim, jacutinga’ (a white bird): Anunzé (Nambikwara) kuidiçú
‘white’ (Roquette-Pinto 1950:350).
mã∫i ‘arrow/bow’: AIK pa’?i; AKU mam’bi; ARI mbu; DJE ku’bi; KAN
ma’pi; MEK mampi; Urupá (Chapakura) mapip (Rodrigues 1986:77).
mau’ru ‘woodpecker’: ARI pãw’ru $; DJE mı $’oro; WAY m $a $u $’rõ.
nwã’rã ‘cudgel’; WAY ngwari’a. Unknown origin.
outo’rE ‘bird (generic)’: LAT aw-(tah-) ‘(certain birds)’.
sui ‘marico bag’: AIK dy’i; ARI tSu; DJE du; MAK E’tSi.
urI’rai ‘acará ﬁsh’: ARI u’r´ ‘mudﬁsh’; TUP hari’rE: ‘mudﬁsh’.
wai- ‘good’: Paresí (Arawak) uaiê (Roquette-Pinto 1950:339); Kitãulhu
(Nambikwara) wi- (Kroeker 2001:44 and Lowe 1999:280).
waruwa’ru ‘star’: ARI war´war´; Aymara wara’wara (W. F. H. Adelaar,
p.c.); DJE wi’r´wi’r´; KAN warIwa’rI; MEK waruwaru; TUP and MAK
waruwaru. This word may be symbolic of  the ﬂicker of  stars. In KWA,
the item is actually a speciﬁc form for ‘morning star’. According to Hanke
et al. (1958:205), it refers to ‘Venus’ in WAY.
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wiri’?u ‘assai’: ARI wi’ri; MEK kwIiri; TUP wit?i; WAY gwiri; MAK
wiri’tSa. Since it occurs in various Tupi languages, this word may have
spread from there to the others.
Certain words from this list, like aratsa’∫i ‘jacamim bird’ and wiri’?u ‘assai’,
may be of  Tupi origin. Some words may have spread through Makurap, a
Tupari language that functioned to a certain extent as a lingua franca in the
early contact period in parts of  Southern Rondônia.34 Other words, such as
Îe’Îa ‘anaconda’ and sui ‘marico bag’, are phonetically less similar to any
language and may have spread much earlier. And some, such as apa’ra
‘banana’, atSi’tSi ‘maize’, kuraku’ra ‘chicken’, mã∫i ‘arrow’, and waruwaru
‘star’, may indicate an area of  diffusion. They seem to derive from the same
form (which is of  unknown origin) and do not occur in many languages
outside the Guaporé region.
Of  the following Kwaza words, matchings are not only widespread in
Rondônia but are also encountered in other parts of  Amazonia with which
direct recent contacts can be excluded. Some of  these words may have
spread through local or regional lingua francas such as Portuguese, which
has adopted forms from Nheengatu, also called Língua Geral, a restructured
language based on Tupinamba.35
kuma’Îa ‘bean’: AIK ku’mãda; KAN kome’ta; LAT ka’mat; Moré (Chapa-
kura) komat (Angenot-de Lima 2002:440); Paresi (Arawak) kumeta
(Becker-Donner 1955:322); Tariana (Arawak) kumáda (Aikhenvald
2001:400); Tiriyo (Carib) kumata (Meira 1999:752). Probably Tupi-Gua-
rani, e.g., Tupinamba koma’na (Cunha 1989).
ka’nwã ‘canoe’: AIK ka’nowa. Probably from a Carib language via Portu-
guese e.g., Tiriyo (Carib) kanawa (Meira 1999).
mana’rI ‘sieve’: AIK ma’narE; ARI mãnã’r´; KAN mœnœ’re; MEK pananE
(Becker-Donner 1955); SAB m´’na:l´ (Araujo 2004:242); TUP ’mãrã:rE;
Lokono (Arawak) manari (van Baarle et al. 1989); Tiriyo (Carib) manare
34 This becomes apparent throughout the accounts of  Snethlage’s travels in 1933–34, which
also report on a Makurap-based contact language in use between Indians and non-Indians on the
upper Rio Branco (Snethlage 1937:127 ff.). According to Caspar (1975:223), who lived in that
region in 1948 and 1955, the different ethnic groups on the Rio Branco and Rio Colorado were
traditionally multilingual, and Makurap was the dominant lingua franca.
35 Etta Becker-Donner, who in 1954 visited two multi-ethnic reserves on the Madeira and
Guaporé rivers in the west of  Rondônia, where she met speakers of  Aikanã, Kanoê, and various
Tupi languages, writes that “Tupi” (i.e., Nheengatu) is not used there, and that “Even though in
nearly all these languages Tupi words can be found, this inﬂuence is actually very limited”
(1955:277) (my translation).
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(Meira 1999:756). Possibly through Portuguese (note standard Portu-
guese peneira).
te $’su ‘hummingbird’: LAT su’nu $n-, [tSu’nu] (S. Telles, p.c., 2002b); Ninam
(Yanomami) te $So (G. Goodwin Gómez, p.c.); Karajá and Javaé (Macro-
Jê) tõsõ and sõsõ respectively (E. Ribeiro, p.c.); KAN tsõjtsõj ‘small
colibri species’ (Bacelar 2004). This may be a symbolic word and not a
borrowing.
suri’mjE $ ‘potato’, tSiri’mu $, tSuru’mu $ ‘pumpkin’: AIK tSidimu ‘pumpkin’;
SAL Jeri’mu $ ‘pumpkin’. Probably from Portuguese (Tupinamba juru’mu $
‘pumpkin’ [Cunha 1989:179]). The ARI form tSuri’m´ $ ‘potato’ is strik-
ingly similar but should be explained independently as tSu ‘cluster’ and
ri’m´ $, which is cognate with DJE hE’mi ‘potato’.
ururi’rE ‘basket’: AIK u’ruri; KAN urutSi. Possibly from a Tupi-Guarani
language such as SIR irairu (Schermair 1958:135) or, via Portuguese,
Tupinamba uru ‘basket’ (Cunha 1989:306).
uru’hu ‘vulture’: AIK uru’pu; KAN uruku’tœ; SAB u’\u:pha (Araujo
2004:251). Possibly from Portuguese (Tupinamba uru’wu). Note also
Tiriyo and Wayana (Carib) kurumu (S. Meira, p.c.).
Some equally widespread grammatical elements such as the locative and
applicative morphemes are discussed in 8 below.
6.6. Some approximate numbers. In the previous subsections I have
listed lexical and grammatical items from a number of  languages that cor-
respond to segments in Kwaza. From a total of  about 2,200 unique Kwaza
items, I have encountered about 90 forms that are phonetically similar to
forms in Aikanã, about 85 forms similar to forms in Kanoê, and about 55
forms similar to forms in Tupi languages. The number of  shared forms be-
tween Kwaza and the Jabuti languages is about 30. Note that for many of  the
2,200 Kwaza roots no equivalents were present in the documentation of
other languages at my disposition. I had access to approximately 1,200
Aikanã roots, 1,200 Kanoê roots, 1,350 Jabuti roots, and maybe 600 Tupi
roots. Note also that the relevant forms were not encountered during an ex-
haustive systematic search for similarities. Therefore, my corpus may con-
tain a few more that have gone unnoticed so far, especially in the wider
vocabulary. In table 3, the ﬁgures for the similarities are broken down ac-
cording to the different subdivisions in the above lists. Table 3 shows, for
example, that among a total (D) of  47 conspicuous similarities between
Kwaza and Kanoê, 19 similarities are in Swadesh’s basic 100-word list (A).
In this respect, Kanoê is about as similar to Kwaza as Aikanã, which has 18
basic similarities. The Jabuti and Tupi languages are much less similar; and
for the other languages of  the region, so few items correspond with Kwaza
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that listing them as possible candidates for a distant genetic relationship
seemed useless. Note that category A may include bound morphemes.
Even though some of  the actual formal similarities between Kwaza, Ai-
kanã, and Kanoê are striking, in historical-comparative terms none of  the
ﬁgures from table 3 points to close genetic relationships. In order to apply
the comparative method in a serious manner, Kaufman (1990) speciﬁes a
number of  requirements which the data referred to above do not meet. One
of  the requirements is that one have at least 300 potential cognates for a
dependable phonological reconstruction (Kaufman 1990:18). Another re-
quirement concerns lexical reconstruction: for the identiﬁcation of  a lan-
guage family with a time depth of  less than 5,000 years, one should be able
to ﬁnd at least 500 cognates in vocabularies of  its member languages con-
taining between 1,000 and 2,000 items (Kaufman 1990:19). Consequently,
the lexical similarities of  Kwaza are not sufﬁcient for its classiﬁcation.
The criteria for attesting long-distance relationships are much less strin-
gent. Kaufman states one evaluation criterion for comparison thus: “If  at
least 50 lexical and 10 grammatical comparisons seem promising, further re-
search may be undertaken” (1990:25). However, even under these condi-
tions, the numbers of  corresponding lexical and grammatical elements with
Kanoê or Aikanã still do not justify such further research. The ﬁgures for
other languages are lower still.
Table 3 also includes time depths estimated by applying Swadesh’s glot-
tochronological formula (as in Campbell 1998:179), on the basis of  shared
retentions in his basic 100-word list (see Appendix A below). I am aware
of  the unreliability of  the lexicostatistic method for determining related-
ness of  languages and their time depths (e.g., Campbell 1998:177–86). Even
if  languages are unrelated, the formula produces a certain time depth just
as if  they were related. The calculations in table 3 therefore neither prove
nor even imply that the languages listed are related to Kwaza. What I ﬁnd
A = from Swadesh’s 100-word list; B = from a wider vocabulary; C = grammatical elements; D = total
number of  similarities excluding borrowings and sound-symbolic forms.
TABLE 3
Comparative Figures
Total Number of
Entries in Database
Similarities
with Kwaza Estimated Time Depth with Kwaza as
Based on Swadesh’s 100-Word List (A)A B C D
Kwaza 2,200
Kanoê 1,200 19 20 8 47 55 centuries
Aikanã 1,200 18 20 8 46 57 centuries
Jabuti 1,350 7 7 3 17 88 centuries
Tupi 600 3 5 2 10 116 centuries
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noteworthy is that these time-depth ﬁgures represent Kwaza as being more
closely related to Kanoê or Aikanã than to any other language. As I show in
the following sections, phonological comparison suggests that if  Kwaza is
related to any other language, that language is Kanoê rather than Aikanã or
another language, in that order. Furthermore, the lexicostatistical calcula-
tions suggest that if  Kwaza, Kanoê, and Aikanã are truly related, the time
depth between them may fall within the “temporal ceiling of  7,000 to 8,000
years” (Kaufman 1990:23) for the comparative method.36
6.6.1. Matching forms between Aikanã, Kanoê, and Kwaza. The
number of formally and semantically corresponding items shared between
the three unclassified languages Kwaza, Aikanã, and Kanoê, excluding
sound-symbolic words, is about 22. It should be pointed out that the follow-
ing is a maximal list. Not all forms are similar to the same degree, and the
reader should feel free to reject certain proposed similarities.
Kwaza Aikanã Kanoê English
aku $’tu $ aku $’su $ aku $’tsu $ Indian37
a’wI a’wa a’va parrot
e-’kai ka-døka (lower leg) i-’kaw (shinbone) leg
e-’ri i:’ri i-’ri liver
e-’sIi ji, Ji jI hair
e-tE ka-ta’pa i-te’kwa belly
ha’ki(-Îwa) ha’Ji a’ki stone
ha’so ha’zu a’so/a’tso (village) hive
hi hi’nE i-’nı $ ﬁre
hinu $’nã du $papa i-nı $-tinu $ ash
kahE- kaw- ka- bite
-mu $ -mu $ -mu $ liquid (cl)
-na -nE -nı $ loc
-nu $ -nu $ -tinu $ powder (cl)
pu’ra tSE$tSE$pE’rjyo pura (cicada) moth
sI’tIi kIj te $’kI louse
-ta- -za- -to- tra
te’rei ’tErE tœ’rœj pacu ﬁsh
-tE -dãw -tœ round
to’ro tara ta’ra annatto
-tsE -tE -te (pronominal pl)
tsu $ru $ru $’nı $ hı $?nu $’?nu $ ñu $’tSi sand
36 However, possible time-depth ﬁgures no longer fall within such a ceiling if  only those
items that show the sound correspondences discussed in 7.1 and 7.2 are considered.
37 In AIK and KWA, this word refers to indigenous groups with which no (friendly) rela-
tionships are maintained. The Kanoê of  Omeré referred with this term to their Tupari-speaking
neighbors, who have now become generally known by it.
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Note that ten of  the entries belong to Swadesh’s basic word list and six are
grammatical elements (of  which one is included in the basic list). Note fur-
thermore that the numbers of  co-occurring lexical similarities in other com-
binations, such as Kwaza, Kanoê, and Jabuti or Aikanã, Kanoê, and Tupi, are
much smaller, although more research is essential here. For now, these facts
suggest that Aikanã, Kanoê, and Kwaza have more in common with one
another than with other languages. The question is whether this is due to
long-standing contact between speakers’ communities of  the three unclassi-
ﬁed languages or to a genetic relationship between these languages.
7. Sound correspondences. Of course, it is doubtful whether Swadesh’s
basic list of  core vocabulary is fully suitable for the requirements of  linguis-
tic comparison in the Amazonian biocultural context, but at present there are
no widely accepted alternative calibrations. It may thus be useful to look at
phonological and phonetic correspondences between items in the lists above.
It turns out that there are regular sound correspondences only with Aikanã
and Kanoê. They are, however, not very precise and there are at least as
many exceptions as regularities.
7.1. Possible sound correspondences between Kanoê and Kwaza.
Sound correspondences between Kanoê and Kwaza seem to be somewhat
more concrete than between Aikanã and Kwaza, and there are more types
and tokens. The most striking correspondence is between the Kanoê velar
plosive [k] and certain alveolar consonants in Kwaza, namely, the alveolar
plosives /t/ and /t/, and the lamino-alveolar affricate /ts/.
KAN [velar plosive] ~ KWA [alveolar plosive]
i-’kı $—j eye e-’tu $i —
i-ko’tso hand tso’je, -koje (n), (cl)
-kete- emphatic -tete- intens
-ko fruit, seed -to, -ko (cl)
kuta, i-ku’ta head tsu’tI, -kutI (n), (cl)
te $’kI louse sI’tIi —
tIj’ko ﬂea, chigger sIi’to chigger (sand ﬂea)
Two cases show that there is also language-internal variation between velar
and alveolar (affricate) plosives. The Kanoê element kuta ‘head’, which as
an independent word requires the preﬁx i-, corresponds to the classiﬁer -kutI
‘head’ in Kwaza, whereas the Kwaza independent equivalent is tsu’tI ‘head’.
The same alternation can be observed between the Kwaza noun and clas-
siﬁer for ‘hand’, tso’je and -koje, respectively. It is furthermore apparent that
Kanoê has similar alternation between [k] and [t], between the noun and the
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classiﬁer for ‘bamboo’, kI and -tI, respectively. These correspondences could
indicate a remote genetic relationship.
Another notable correspondence is between Kanoê voiceless plosive and
Kwaza voiced implosive consonants.
KAN [voiceless plosive] ~ KWA [voiced implosive]
arata’pI jacamim aratsa’∫i —(widespread borrowing)
kome’ta bean kuma’Îa —(widespread borrowing)
ma’pi arrow mã’∫i —(widespread borrowing)
mı $’to pariri fruit mı $’Îo —(probable borrowing)
tæ’mu $ duck Îa’mu $ —(probable borrowing)
tõ’kI caterpillar Îa’kIi —(probable borrowing)
tome’ro wooden ladle Îuma’ru —(probable borrowing)
These examples show that this correspondence occurs both in borrowings
that are widespread in the region and in native words that are probably the
result of  borrowing between the two languages. With regard to these latter
items, Denny Moore (p.c.) hypothesizes that the direction may have been
from Kwaza to Kanoê, since Kwaza also has a voiceless alveolar plosive /t/
(in, e.g., te’rei ‘pacu ﬁsh’). Kwaza would likely have retained that sound
when importing words from Kanoê, rather than changing it into a voiced im-
plosive. Note that there are no voiced plosive consonant phonemes in
Kwaza. Kanoê also lacks voiced plosive phonemes: its only voiced plosive
is the [d], which is an allophone of  /r/, whereas there is an implosive [∫] as
allophone of  /p/. Note that in Aikanã the preferred allophones of  /b/ and /d/
are slightly implosive.
There are a number of  Kanoê items that begin with a phonetic glottal
closure where Kwaza has an /h/. Consider the following examples:
KAN [initial glottal] ~ KWA [h]
a’ki stone ha’ki(-Îwa) —
i-’nı $ ﬁre hi —
i’rI capuchin monkey hI’ri —
I’ro woolly monkey hIriko’ro —
o’mu $ rubber milk/latex hu’mu $ —(probable borrowing)
There are also some examples of  a possible correspondence between Kanoê
plosive and Kwaza fricative consonants:
KAN [plosive] ~ KWA [fricative]
akiki- scream sIsI- —(v)
kore’nu $ tayra hu’re —
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kwinike’te traíra ﬁsh sunu $’tE —
te $’kI louse sI’tIi —
tIj’ko chigger, ﬂea sIi’to chigger (sand ﬂea)
uruku’tæ vulture uru’hu —(widespread borrowing)
With respect to vowels, there are some instances of  Kanoê open [a], [E], and
[e] corresponding to Kwaza closed [I] or [ı $—].
KAN [open] ~ KWA [closed]
dwa- break ÎwI- —(v)
i-ku’ta, kuta head tsu’tI, -kutI (n), (cl)
mœnœ’re sieve mana’rI —(widespread borrowing)
nã’ke female jã’kI sister
In addition to correspondences between different sounds, there are a number
of  correspondences between similar sounds. Most of  these are identical and
consistent with the word lists in 6.1, which were selected on the basis of
chance resemblances. However, they are not always predictable. For ex-
ample, Kanoê [a] corresponds to Kwaza [a] in many forms, but there are
also correspondences with [I] ‘head’, [o] ‘ball’, [e] ‘shell’. Kanoê [æ] corre-
sponds with Kwaza [e] ~ [E] in a number of  forms, such as ‘husband’,
‘round’, ‘rain’, pacu ﬁsh’, and ‘wild pig’, but not in ‘duck’. And Kanoê [o]
corresponds to Kwaza [u] in ‘tayra’, ‘pupunha’, ‘rubber milk’, ‘wooden la-
dle’, but not in ‘hand’, ‘foot’, ‘seed’, ‘black’, ‘papaya’, ‘caterpillar’, and
others. These correspondences are not systematic and do not provide evi-
dence of  a genetic relationship.
7.2. Possible sound correspondences between Aikanã and Kwaza.
There are a number of  items in Aikanã that contain a fricative consonant
whereas the Kwaza equivalents contain a plosive consonant in the same
position. Consider the correspondences between Aikanã [d], [z] and Kwaza
/t/ and between Aikanã [J] and Kwaza /k/ in the following cases:
AIK [fricative] ~ KWA [plosive]
-dãw round -tE —
ha’Ji stone ha’ki(-Îwa) —
-za- transitivizer -ta- —
However, the reverse is also attested. Note the following examples where
Aikanã [k] is represented by /t/, or maybe /s/ or /ts/, in Kwaza, and where
Aikanã has [d] in positions where Kwaza has /s/:
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AIK [(im)plosive] ~ KWA [(af )fricative]
’(h)ãdy porcupine a’su —
dyi marico bag sui —(widespread borrowing)
kIj louse sI’tIi —
With regard to the vowels, only some vague tendencies can be observed.
Aikanã may have a front vowel [y], [ø], or [i] where Kwaza has a back vowel
/u/, /u $/, or /o/:
AIK [front] ~ KWA [back]
’(h)ãdy porcupine a’su —
ary’mE tapir ã’ru $i —
biryrwı $ bird species ∫juru’tE —
dyi marico bag sui —(widespread borrowing)
hadø’rø coati haÎu’ru —(probable borrowing)
ha’rø armadillo haru’rai —(probable borrowing)
ka-rE’mu $ knee e-ro’mu $ upper and lower thigh
pi’ratSy’ri Pseudomyrna so’ro —
tSE$tSE$pE’rjyo moth pura —
There are also a few corresponding items in which Aikana$ has an open
vowel [a], [E], or [e] in the same position where Kwaza had a closed
vowel [y]:
AIK [open] ~ KWA [closed]
a’wa parrot a’wI —(probable borrowing)
awã- sleep wãwı $—i- —(v)
durErE- roll ÎurIrI- —(v)
ma’narE sieve mana’rI —(widespread borrowing)
ta’ra annatto to’ro —(probable borrowing)
’waru wheel wIruni’te mill, pestle
In addition to correspondences between different sounds in the same posi-
tion, there are a number of  correspondences between similar sounds in the
same position. For example, Aikanã [a] corresponds to Kwaza [a] in many
forms, but there are also correspondences with [I] ‘wheel’, [o] ‘annatto’, [e]
‘cacau’, and [u] ‘kingﬁsher’. However, as with Kanoê, these correspon-
dences are not systematic and should not be considered as evidence of  a
genetic relationship.
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8. Morphosyntactic similarities. Although 95% of  the vocabularies of
the unclassiﬁed languages of  Rondônia are totally different, the languages
are structurally quite similar. They are (poly)synthetic languages. Their mor-
phology is mainly sufﬁxing. They all have quite elaborate classiﬁer systems
and verbal cross-reference systems with similar morpheme positions.38 And
they share a number of  formally identical grammatical morphemes. A num-
ber of  these traits are shared with other language families of  the Guaporé
region and might determine the boundaries of  a linguistic area. Other traits
may be restricted to Aikanã, Kanoê, and Kwaza only and may either be the
result of  intensive language contact or even relexiﬁcation, or they may point
to distant genetic relationships. In the following sections, these structural
similarities are presented.
8.1. Classiﬁer systems. Over the past decades, various scholars have
noted the wide range of  forms, meanings, and distributions that classiﬁers
often have in Amazonian languages. Payne (1987) suggests that the shared
characteristics of  classiﬁer systems in a number of  Western Amazonian lan-
guages point to language contact. Classiﬁers are of  considerable importance
in several Maipuran Arawak (Aikhenvald 1999 and Facundes 2000; p.c.),
Macro-Carib, and Macro-Tucano languages (Derbyshire and Payne 1990), as
well as in the Yanomami languages (Goodwin Gómez 2000), the Bora lan-
guage Miraña of  Colombia (Seifart 2002), and in several languages of  Bo-
livia, such as the unclassiﬁed Movima language (Grinevald 2002) and the
Tacana language Cavineña (Guillaume 2004). Although not widespread in
the Tupi family, classiﬁer systems are also of  importance in Karo (Gabas
1999) and Munduruku (Gonçalves 1987; see also Rodrigues 1999). Classi-
ﬁer systems are of  importance in Nambikwara languages too (Telles 2002a
and Araujo 2004), although they involve a relatively small number of  clas-
sifying morphemes. The Jabuti languages do not have classiﬁer systems, but
a very small set of  elements is both formally and functionally similar to
certain classiﬁers of  other languages.
The Kwaza classiﬁer system has many properties that are characteristic of
Amazonian languages. Kwaza has numerous classiﬁers (over 100), many of
which have a rather speciﬁc semantic content that other languages would
express using independent lexemes. The distribution of  Kwaza classiﬁers
includes possessive, numeral, attributive, and demonstrative nominal con-
structions. They can furthermore be attached as nominalizers to verbs and
adverbs, and they may be incorporated into verbs and refer to one of  the
38 Note, however, the observations in 6.1 and 6.2. The person-marking systems of  both
Aikanã and Kanoê involve person preﬁxes in addition to person sufﬁxes, and different forms
and distributions for different classes of  verbs. In this respect, Kwaza stands out as much
simpler.
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arguments. It appears that Aikanã and Kanoê have classiﬁer systems similar
to that of  Kwaza.
There are both structural and formal similarities between the Aikanã,
Kanoê, and Kwaza classiﬁer systems. The Kwaza classiﬁer -ko ‘seed, fruit’
is identical to its Kanoê equivalent (from Bacelar 2004).
(1) Kwaza u’ru ’wã-ÎI-ko-’ra
patua cook-cau-cl:fruit-imp
‘cook the patua seeds!’
(2) Kanoê ope’ko wo’ro-ko-e-re
kernel black-cl:fruit-dec-aux
‘the seed is black’
Also, Kwaza -su ‘bone’, as in ke $we $-’su ‘turtle bone’, is quite similar to Ai-
kanã -zu in kiripatsa-zu ‘turtle bone’. Some forms are shared by the three
languages, like -nu $ ‘powder’, as in, e.g., Kanoê mapi-ti’nu $ ‘gunpowder’ (lit.,
‘arrow-powder’) and -mu $ ‘liquid’, as in the following examples:
(3) Kwaza kawe-’mu $ hoho-ı $—-’mu $-ki
coffee-cl:liquid black-att-cl:liquid-dec
‘the coffee is black’
(4) Aikanã ka’pE(-mu $) ’vi-mu $-’E $
coffee(-cl:liquid) black-cl:liquid-dec
‘the coffee is black’
(5) Kanoê ’opeko-’mu $ wo’ro-mu $-e-re
kernel-cl:liquid black-cl:liquid-dec-aux
‘the coffee is black’39
Note that this rare set of  examples is not meant to suggest that the three lan-
guages are relexiﬁed variants of  one language. Even though the examples are
grammatically nearly identical, there are also differences between the clas-
siﬁer systems in these languages which are masked by the forms above.
Moreover, of  the more than 100 different classiﬁers in Kwaza, there are only
a few that have identical forms in other languages. These forms have prob-
ably spread over the region through areal diffusion. Table 4 lists all the at-
39 The KAN form kopekomu› ‘coffee’ is attested as an alternative form of  opekomu› (L. Bacelar,
p.c.).
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tested formal similarities between classiﬁers in the languages discussed in
this article.40
8.2. Semantically empty root. There is a semantically empty root e- in
Kwaza. It is used as a noun formative to lend independent status to classiﬁ-
ers. It occurs often in words which denote things or beings which are part of
something. However, there is no systematic contrast between alienable and
inalienable possession involving the respective absence or presence of  the
preﬁx e-.41 The empty root strongly resembles the Kanoê element i-, in form,
function, and distribution.42 The following examples show the similarity in
structure:
(7) Kwaza e-’kai
W-cl:leg
‘(its) lower leg’
Kanoê i-kaw
W-cl:shinbone
‘(its) shinbone’
40 Note, however, that the Kwaza classiﬁer inventory forms the point of  departure in table 4.
To ﬁnd similarities between Guaporé languages excluding Kwaza requires more research. Fur-
thermore, the semantic value of  the above classiﬁers may have a wider range or greater com-
plexity than their English representations suggest. For example, the prototypical meaning of
Kwaza -kalo relates to a hollow oblong shape like that of  a pineapple or sansevieria leaf,
whereas Latundê -kaloh refers to tree bark and ﬂat objects in general. By the way, the 3 in the
Nambikwara forms in table 4 indicates low tone.
41 Even if  the empty root had its origin in inalienability phenomena, as attested in Tupi lan-
guages (e.g., Gavião in Moore 1984:146–52 and Mekens in Galucio 2001:32–33), no such dis-
tinction is found in the grammar of  Kwaza today.
42 Like in Kwaza, this element, which is referred to as “neutral root” in Bacelar (2004), oc-
curs mainly with inalienable items. Nevertheless, there are also alienable items where it occurs
and inalienable items where it does not occur.
TABLE 4
Similar Classiﬁers in Different Languages of the Guaporé Region
‘bark’ ‘fruit’ ‘bone’ ‘tooth’ ‘liquid’ ‘round’ ‘thorn’ ‘porridge’ ‘powder’
KWA -kalo -ko -su -mãi -mu › -tE -nı › -mE$ -nu ›
KAN -ko -mu › -tæ -nu ›
AIK -zu -mu ›j -mu › -dãw -nu ›
ARI -nı › -mrE$ -nu ›
NAM -kalo -su3 -nu ›x3
LAT -kaloh -nu ›
SAB (-su) -inun
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The classiﬁers in both these examples are productive and can occur without
the empty root in various positions inside nouns and verbs, but never as in-
dependent words by themselves.
A practically identical root ı $- is mentioned for Latundê (Northern Nam-
bikwara) in Telles (2002a:96), where it is analyzed as a semantically empty
root that lends independent nominal status to bound classiﬁer morphemes.
The zero root is also strikingly similar in form and use to the preﬁx e- in
Tacana languages, such as in Ese Eja (Chavarría 2000) and Cavineña (Guil-
laume 2004), where it occurs in the same position with the same function.
The empty root may be an areal trait. It is absent, however, in Aikanã.
8.3. Pronominal plural. The lack of  a grammaticalized distinction of
nominal singular and plural number marking seems to be a characteristic of
many Amazonian languages. This is also the case in the Guaporé region. The
unclassiﬁed languages of  Rondônia, like certain Bolivian languages, some
Nambikwara languages, and some of  the Tupi languages, have no clear
nominal number marking. There do seem to be relics of  the distinction in
pronominal systems, however. In the following chart, the ﬁrst- and second-
person pronouns of  Kwaza, Kanoê, and Aikanã are listed:
Kwaza Kanoê Aikanã
si aj (hi’)sa ‘I’
tsi’tsE aj’te sa’tE ‘we’
sIi mı $ hı $’da ‘you’
sIi’tsE mı $’te hı $da’za ‘you (pl)’
Although the pronouns in these languages do not resemble one another, the
Kanoê plural morpheme -te strongly resembles the Kwaza element tsE. In
Aikanã, only the ﬁrst-person plural seems to contain the same historical
plural marker -tE as in Kanoê.
A difference between Kwaza and the two other unclassiﬁed languages is
that only Kwaza makes a distinction between inclusive and exclusive ‘we’.
This distinction is common in Tupi languages. It is uncertain, however,
whether the Kwaza inclusive pronoun tSa’na, also realized as [tja’na], could
originate from a Tupi language (the ﬁrst-person inclusive has been recon-
structed in Proto-Tupi-Guarani as *jané by Jensen 1998).
8.4. Locative case. Another feature of  Kwaza that may be the result
of  areal diffusion is the locative case sufﬁx. The Kwaza locative sufﬁx -na
is attached to nouns and bears both formal structural and semantic resem-
blance to Aikanã -nE, Kanoê -nı $, and Latundê -naw, which are also (par-
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tially) locative sufﬁxes.43 Here are examples from the three unclassiﬁed
languages.
(8) Kwaza itso-na
hammock-loc
‘in the hammock’
Aikanã hutu-nE
rubber-loc
‘in the latex grove’
Kanoê tIj-nı $
house-loc
‘in the house’
Note that the value of  the “locative” element -nı $ in Kanoê also includes in-
strumental and comitative senses, and it is therefore better analyzed as an
“oblique” marker (Bacelar 2004). Aikanã has two sufﬁxes that have locative
function: -EtE, which can also be used to express comitative, and -nE, which
often has an instrumental value. In Kwaza, the instrumental marker -ko can
also be used with a cislocative sense.
8.5. Verbal directional morphemes. Payne (1990:223) mentions the
existence of  directional morphemes as a Northwest Amazonian areal trait
and includes the Bolivian unclassiﬁed language Cayuvava. Kwaza has
nearly 50 different verbal directional sufﬁxes, some of  which express very
speciﬁc meanings such as ‘movement in a circle’, ‘into ﬁre’, ‘behind the
house’, ‘activity in the morning’.
Like Kwaza, Aikanã also has a rich collection of  directionals (I. Vas-
concelos, p.c.). One verbal morpheme, -nE- ‘at night’, deserves mention
here. With respect to its meaning and distribution it resembles the highly
speciﬁc Kwaza time-of-day directionals -sile- ‘at night’ and -kore- ‘in the
morning’.
Kanoê does not have more than ﬁve directionals, all with a rather basic
meaning. Some of  the forms, e.g., -to- ‘inward’ and -ja- ‘downward’, bear
resemblance to Kwaza, respectively -totE- ‘upward’ and -ja- ‘thither’, but
their meanings are quite different.
43 But it can also be coincidence. Aymara has a locative marker na (W. Adelaar, p.c.), and
S. Meira (p.c.) has pointed out that similar forms with a locative function are also encountered
in languages outside the Americas, e.g., in Portuguese and Russian.
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8.6. Applicative. A particularly widespread Western Amazonian feature
mentioned in Payne (1990) concerns verbal applicative morphemes that turn
oblique satellites into core arguments. Wise (2002) shows that a number of
unrelated Peruvian Amazonian languages, such as Arabela and Iquito (Za-
paro), Chayahuita (Cahuapana), and Yagua (Peba-Yagua), share applicative
sufﬁxes of  the form -ta or -tia. She questions whether this could be a North-
western Amazonian areal feature only, since it is not a characteristic of  Pano
languages.
It turns out that languages in Southwestern Amazonia seem to have
similar morphemes. Kwaza has two important transitivizing morphemes,
-ta- and -tja-, that may raise comitative, recipient, and other satellites to
argument status. Other languages of  the Guaporé region have formally and
functionally similar elements, such as the Aikanã “transitivizer/classiﬁer”
-za- (Vasconcelos 2003), the Kanoê “transitivizer/classiﬁer” -ta- or -to-
(Bacelar 2004), the Karo (Tupi-Ramarama) comitative/causative -ta- (Gabas
1999:83–86), the Mosetén (unclassiﬁed) applicative -tya- or -te- (Sakel
2004), and possibly others. In Latundê, there is an applicative morpheme
-ka- (Telles 2002a:317–23).
8.7. Intensiﬁer. Kwaza has an intensifying morpheme -tete that can be
applied to nouns with the sense of  ‘real’, e.g., kanwa-tete ‘real canoe’. When
applied to adverbs, it usually has the form -te- and has an intensifying func-
tion. On verbs, it occurs sometimes as -te-, but the reduplicated form is com-
mon. Consider:
(9) Kwaza kukui-te’te-ki
hurt-intens-dec
‘it hurts a lot’
The morpheme resembles Kanoê -kete-, as in:44
(10) Kanoê aj ’opeko-’mu $ i’memuro-ke’te-re
I kernel-cl:liquid like-really-dec
‘I like coffee very much’
The morpheme is also similar to a focus/emphatic morpheme in the Tupi
languages, e.g., ete in Tupinamba (Cunha 1989), te in Sirionó (Schermair
1958), -te(te) in Mekens (Galucio 2001), and tere ‘really’ and téét ‘exactly’
in Gavião (D. Moore, p.c.).
8.8. Alternative third-person possessive. Many languages in the Gua-
poré region lack special possessive pronouns or inﬂections. Kwaza is no ex-
44 This example is from L. Bacelar (p.c.).
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ception and differs in this respect from Aikanã and Kanoê. Aikanã has an
incomplete paradigm of  possessive pronouns and a full paradigm of  inﬂec-
tions that can be attached to nouns to indicate possessor or to verbs to indi-
cate beneﬁciary object. Kanoê has a full paradigm of  possessive pronouns.
The standard way to express possession in Kwaza is a relatively analytic
construction, involving the derivational possessive sufﬁx -ÎI- with a nomi-
nalizer, attached to the dependent possessor. Similar constructions also exist
in Kanoê, involving the morpheme -o, and in Aikanã, where the possessive
morpheme -du $ is somewhat similar to Kwaza -dy. Consider the following:45
(11) Kwaza a’ha-ÎI-hı $— i’tso
father-pos-nom hammock
‘father’s hammock’
Aikanã baba-du $ da’ra
father-pos hammock
‘father’s hammock’
Kanoê mapi-o kItso
arrow-pos blade
‘the blade of  the arrow’
In addition to the above, Kwaza has an irregular possessive construction,
involving the sufﬁx -tjate, that may be attached to the possessum. This latter
morpheme does not belong to any paradigm and refers exclusively to a third-
person possessor. Aikanã is the only language of  the region that has a similar
extraparadigmatic third-person possessive sufﬁx, -dEri, which is also at-
tached to the possessum. Note the following:46
(12) Kwaza e’taI-tjate
woman-3.pos
‘his wife’
Aikanã dE’tja-dEri
woman-3.pos
‘his wife’
In both Aikanã and Kwaza, ‘your wife’, for example, would be expressed
in ways that differ considerably from each other and from (12) above. In
45 The construction could also be called genitive. The KAN example is from Bacelar
(2004:136).
46 The AIK example is from Peterson (1993).
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fact, the grammars of  Aikanã and Kwaza are quite different, with only a few
systematic similarities, such as in the classiﬁer systems. The alternative non-
paradigmatic third-person possessor morpheme is clearly a shared irregular-
ity on the structural level; nothing similar is found in the other languages of
the region.47 It is also possible that the forms involved are cognate.
9. A preliminary evaluation. In her preliminary comparison of  Kanoê,
Aikanã, and a number of  Tupi and other languages, Becker-Donner
(1955:320–27) noticed a relatively high number of  similar forms between
Aikanã and Kanoê especially. Price (1972:81) even suggested that this
points to creolization processes in the history of  these languages. The
present comparison would include Kwaza in the relatively close relation-
ships that Becker-Donner suspects may hold between Kanoê and Aikanã. A
question remains, however, whether such assumed relationships have a basis
in genealogical reality.
The present tentative comparison of  Kwaza with other languages does not
provide enough evidence for a deﬁnite genetic–historical relationship.
Nevertheless, the similarities between Kwaza, Aikanã, and Kanoê are at
least suggestive. In particular, the number (19) of  similar items in the basic
vocabularies of  Kanoê and Kwaza is perhaps signiﬁcant and could point to
a distant genetic relationship. The distance with Aikanã, as suggested by 18
shared basic words, is similar. The distance with Tupi and with Jabuti is
probably beyond the time depth that can be estimated using historical–com-
parative techniques. If  ever there was a genetic connection there, this cannot
be proved by the historical–comparative method.
Some of  the nonidentical sound correspondences between Kanoê and
Kwaza are conspicuous, whereas the sound correspondences between Ai-
kanã and Kwaza are less clear. The lexical similarities between certain basic
items that do comply with a somewhat regular pattern of  sound change may
point to a long-range genetic relationship. With regard to Tupi, Jabuti, or
other languages, no regular nonidentical sound correspondences with Kwaza
were attested at all. It seems likely that nearly identical lexical pairs are ei-
ther recent loans or the result of  long-standing contact. Notice, in this re-
spect, that many of  these clear lexical borrowings are words for animals,
implements, and domesticated plants, which is also of  importance for the
reconstruction of  the prehistory of  the region.
Although the majority of  the grammatical similarities are probably the re-
sult of  diffusion, or maybe language intertwining or convergence, there are
47 Latundê has a full paradigm of  possessive preﬁxes which are attached to the possessum.
Note that its third-person possessive preﬁx (a-) has a wider distribution than the others (Telles
2002a:194–95).
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some shared idiosyncrasies that may call for a genetic explanation. At least
two speciﬁc features, namely, the pronominal plural form -t(s)E and the al-
ternative third-person possessive, seem to be restricted to the unclassiﬁed
languages. Combined with the lexical similarities and phonological corre-
spondences, these characteristics suggest the possibility of  a long-distance
genetic relationship between Kwaza and Kanoê and between Kwaza and Ai-
kanã. In addition, Aikanã and Kanoê share certain possibly related forms and
some speciﬁc typological characteristics, such as the co-occurrence of  pre-
ﬁxed and sufﬁxed person markers.
At this point, similarities with other languages seem to be due to diffusion
or to chance. However, future systematic comparison of  the languages of
Bolivia and Rondônia may change our idea of  the actual genetic relation-
ships. So far, Kwaza is at best a member of  a small family with two or three
languages, without visible connections to larger linguistic units, although its
shared characteristics with Kanoê and Aikanã might alternatively be ex-
plained by diffusion. My preliminary impression about the Guaporé region
is that speakers of  the languages under discussion have been in contact with
one another for many centuries, leading to the emergence of  a Sprachbund.
The widespread similarity of  both the forms and the structures of  the clas-
siﬁer systems, the empty root, and the applicative suggest this. Nevertheless,
for a useful evaluation of  the nature of  the linguistic relationships, be they
genetic or contact-induced, much more comparative research is needed, in-
volving detailed study of  Chapakura and Pano languages and the languages
of  the Bolivian lowland.
Furthermore, investigation of  the social and historical background of  all
groups in the Guaporé region is essential for establishing the validity of  any
claim with regard to linguistic relationships. Bakker (2000) has shown that
without knowledge of  social and historical contexts, it is, in principle, im-
possible to decide whether two languages split apart two or two thousand
years ago. In times of  great social and cultural upheaval, languages can go
through rapid grammatical, lexical, and phonological changes, especially
when speech communities are small. Intertwined (“mixed”) languages, such
as Island Carib, can emerge in one generation; lexical taboos, as in East
Greenlandic, can take effect suddenly; and deliberate changes that lead to
cryptolects, like the French slang Verlan, can take place in one day. In such
cases, linguistic data alone are not enough to establish a deﬁnitive time
depth. Given the fact that the archaeology, indigenous cultures, and oral
history of  the Guaporé region are perhaps even less well documented and
more threatened with extinction than the indigenous languages, the urgency
of  their study is hard to overstate. Only when more adequate documenta-
tion has become available can we start to ﬁll in the pieces of  this complex
puzzle.
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APPENDIX A
Swadesh Basic Vocabulary for the Unclassiﬁed 
Languages of Rondônia
(Laércio Bacelar, Ione Vasconcelos, and Hein van der Voort)
The following list contains the full Swadesh basic vocabulary of  100 words (as in
Bynon 1983:268) in Aikanã, Kanoê, and Kwaza. All of  the Kwaza items and most of
the Aikanã items are from my ﬁeld notes. A number of  Aikanã items are from Vas-
concelos (2003; p.c.), Carlson (1984), Becker-Donner (1955), and Hanke (1956), and
some may not be fully analyzed. The Kanoê items and their analysis are from ﬁeld-
work by Laércio Bacelar. Forms that start, and sometimes end, with a hyphen are
afﬁxes. Forms that end in a hyphen are verb roots or stems. The element ka- in the
Aikanã forms represents a body-part preﬁx, whereas Kanoê i- and Kwaza e- represent
a semantically empty root. Forms that neither start nor end with hyphens are inde-
pendent words, usually nouns.
English Aikanã Kanoê Kwaza
1. I (hi )’sa aj si
2. you hı $’da mi sIi
3. we sa’tE ajte si’tsE (excl)
4. this hiba ju $ ı $—-
5. that ’kari u $’ko aI-
6. who bari nuvi- Îi’lE
7. what tara’i (what thing) naj tsu’hu$
8. not hı $na -k-, tsokere -he-, ’hı $—?ı $—
9. all amai ara-k-48 Îu-
10. many ta(d)aka ara-k- to-
11. one amEmE pja tei-
12. two atuka mow akI-
13. big tja’bIj -tsi, ej- tSi-
14. long u $’pE ã- unã-
15. small (i )si’E $, -mı $—j tsı $ni-, -(tsı $)kwa tSuhu $i(-), e-to’hoi
16. woman dE’tja e49 e-’taI
17. man kurE’da œ’wo tswa, e-’swa (husband)
18. person za’rE (Aikanã) ite’wœ mãrE $ri’tsa
19. ﬁsh ãti kwi’nı $ mani’ni
20. bird pjama’mı $—j õkwa outo(’rE)50
48 Same form as for ‘many’, literally ‘not few’, in which -k- is the negative element.
49 This word usually means ‘wife’. The KAN noun nã’ke ‘woman’ is also used as a feminine
sufﬁx. It may be related to KWA jã’kI ‘younger sister of  male’, and perhaps also to AIK jaja
‘older sister’. In AIK and KWA, the words for ‘woman’ also cover the sense ‘wife’. Note LAT
te Øh-te ‘woman’ (lit., ‘woman-referential’).
50 The otherwise unproductive element -rE causes the generic term outo to refer to birds of
a relatively small size. It may derive from the fossilized Kanoê classiﬁer -re that occurs in vari-
ous Kanoê bird names (Bacelar 2004:131–33).
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21. dog ã’rjya ope’ra jere’swa
22. louse kIj te $’kI51 sI’tIi
23. tree, wood wE I’tse IwI’nwı $—
24. seed -dãw, dy52 te’kwa e-’to, e-’sı $53
25. leaf wijdi’Ji œj hetsi-’se54
26. root dã’pi i-ka’tsi e-(kã)’jã
27. bark EÎu’Îu kje’te e-si’ki, e-’ka
28. skin EÎu’Îu i-’ta e-si’ki
29. ﬂesh jE $, n$E $ i-’rãw au, -ı $—i
30. blood ı $ ı $ku’nı $ jã
31. bone (-)zu i-u’tã tsu, -su
32. grease dãj’ri tSue’re kE$i’mu $
33. egg -dumı $—j55 i-’ñãj e-’ni
34. horn kIj’ÎE i-’kwã e-’ke (horn, cob)
35. tail wı $j’di tso’nu $ e-si’ñu $
36. feather ji, Ji tsa’kœj, i-te-’tsi e-sIi’to
37. hair ji, Ji jI e-’sIi
38. head tinu $’pa i-ku’ta, kuta tsu’tI
39. ear ka-nı $du $ i-teñu ñã’si
40. eye ka-mu’ka i-’kı $—j e-’tu $i
41. nose ka-nã’wã i-ka’ñu$ tsE’ni
42. mouth ka-’wa i-’a e-’kãi
43. tooth mu $j I’pe56 mı $’ki, -mãi
44. tongue wa’ru i-’taw tu’ku
45. claw (nail) iri’dIj pi’ko tswã’sı $
46. foot ka-rE’tsa i-tso’tsi to’ha
47. knee ka-rE’mu $ i-roko e-’sı $57
48. hand i:’nE i-ko’tso tso’je
49. belly ka-ta’pa i-te’kwa e-’tE58
50. neck n$E’nu $, ka-nu $’ja i-’twa e-ko’ko59
51. breasts tSøtSy’?ı $ nu te $’re $
51 The KAN form tIj’ko means ‘chigger’; AIK hakø’nãj, Kwaza sIi’to.
52 The element -dãw is a classiﬁer for round things. The word dy also means ‘earth’. Becker-
Donner has àlú.
53 See also n. 11 above.
54 The KWA element -se ‘leaf ’ is a classiﬁer.
55 This element can be further segmented as the possessive element -du- and the diminutive
element -mı $—j.
56 In Kanoê, the element -mãı › may occur lexicalized in tse’mãi ‘piranha’.
57 The KWA form e-’romu› ‘upper and lower thigh’ may be related to the AIK form; KAN
i-te’tse ‘thigh, leg’.
58 The syllables -te- in KAN and -ta- in AIK could be related to the KWA classiﬁer -tE
‘round’.
59 The KWA form also covers the meaning ‘throat’, which is ka-Ekawa in AIK; in KAN, i-
tokI’twa ‘throat’, i-peko’tso ‘back of  neck’.
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52. heart tikhikhy’?i ı $-ku $’kwa e-ri’to
53. liver i:’ri i-’ri e-’ri
54. drink hu- itœ- kui-
55. eat kaw- u- ja-
56. bite kaw- ka-, mama- kahE-
57. see apa- tsere- ã’wı $—i-
58. hear anapa- munu- jã’si-
59. know arjo- pateñu- u $te-
60. sleep awã- mõ-’kı $—j- wãwı $—i-
61. die hı $mE $- tu $- isi-
62. kill ta- \e- otsi-
63. swim su $- twı $- tsu $-
64. ﬂy tSaw- pœrœ- hIhIrwa-
65. walk pau- (run) tetej- tutu- (walk, tread)
66. come warE- tI- onı $-
67. lie ty- pe-ja-60 u $i-
68. sit dyry- aj-ja- hu $Îwa-, (∫u)u $-
69. stand Ewarjy- tI-61 tsi-, u $-
70. give hiba- pe-tso-62 waÎI-
71. say kjã-, ka- (talk) vara- ta-
72. sun ja dE’rinE’?i63 kwi’kaj ko’sa
73. moon ja, Ja mı $’ta haku’ri
74. star jy’tE, Jy’tE warIwa’rI tSitu $’jE64
75. water ha’nE ku’nı $ hã
76. rain ha’nE vœ- awe-65
77. stone ha’Ji a’ki ha’ki(-Îwa)
78. sand hı $?nu $’?nu $ ñu $’tSi tsu $ru $ru $’nı $
79. earth Îy, dy, ?dø te’pI, tsa’na66 tsã’rã
60 The directional element -ja- refers to downward movements or positions.
61 The KAN root ty- has a wide semantic range which includes ‘go, come, arrive, stand up,
be standing’.
62 Certain verbs in Kanoê have discontinuous roots that are sometimes analyzable. The un-
identiﬁed root element pe- must be combined with the classiﬁer -tso- ‘hand, ﬁnger’ to create the
meaning ‘give’.
63 Literally, ‘moon of  the day’.
64 The KAN form is widespread throughout the Guaporé region. The AIK form is remark-
able, since it is clearly related to the KAN speciﬁc term ju’tœ ‘Pleiades’, and one wonders
whether there could be a connection with Guaykuru reconstructed *jutœ ‘star’ (Grondona
2003). In KWA, waruwa’ru refers to the morning star.
65 The KWA form can be used both as an independent noun and a verb. The AIK form is a
noun and can be embedded in a verbal phrase involving the root element Ji-, as in ha’nE JikE’da
‘the rain falls’. It is not clear whether KAN vœ- can be used as an independent noun, since it
is always part of  the verb vœ-tsi- ‘rain have’.
66 The alternative KAN form tsa’na ‘earth, ﬁeld’ looks highly similar to the KWA form.
However, it was not conﬁrmed by L. Bacelar’s (p.c.) ﬁeldwork. The ﬁrst KAN form te’pI ‘earth,
soil’ is somewhat similar to the AIK form.
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80. cloud wirjya’?i turo- (weather) hanãwã-’nu $
81. smoke tSy’ni wajro’e hinu$’nu $ (smoke, fog)
82. ﬁre hi’nE i-’nı $ hi (ﬁre, ﬁrewood)
83. ash du $papa i-nı $-ti’nu $ hinu $’nã
84. burn tari’ka- pIj-, kI ke-, tsitsi-
85. path ha ku $ tSa’hı $—, -jãhı $—
86. mountain u’i67 o’nu $ tsuritsa-’tu
87. red haÎi- pe $- ki-
88. green hørørø- pira- Îara- (unripe, green)68
89. yellow parari- iene- wEu-, ha’sI-
90. white arara- pœ- ha-
91. black vi-, dõri- woro- ∫e-, hoho- (black, dirty)
92. night du $’nE i’tsaj haÎe’ja
93. hot hãnE- totoro- kike-
94. cold kjawIj tuni’nı $ awI-
95. full jErEwa- dejõ- ∫oi-
96. new damE uru- arwa-
97. good hø’?ã- more- wai- (good, nice)
98. round urErEpE?i, -dãw -kuta, -tæ rirwa-, -kutI, -tE69
99. dry hEnEkanE?i (season) tsotsara- kara-
100. name kjawIj pwœ’kwœ$ mã-’nI-?a-nãi
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